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F ATHER in Gop © 


LordBifhop of Loxpon, | 


One of the Lords of His Majefties 
_ Moft Honourable Privy Council. — 


My Lord, a | 
W Have heard that in forne fa- 
mous Prophetick Pittures pte- 
M tending to reprefene the Fate 
of Bugland, the chief thing ob- | 
fervable (in feveral of them } 
was a Mole , a creature blind and 
A4 bufie, 


The Epiftle 

bufie, fmooth and deceitful, cort= 
tinually working under Ground, . 

- but now and then to be difcerned 
“by the difturbance it makes in the 
- Surface of the earth : which is 
fo natutal a defcription of a reft- 
Jefs party among us that we need 
no Judge of Controverfies to interpret 
- the meaning of tt. Out Forefae 
thers had fufficient Teftimony of 
their working under Ground, butin 
Our Age they act more vifibly, and 
with that indefatigable induftry, 
that they threaten (without great 
are to prevent them) the wn- 
 dermining of our Church, and the 
- Ruine of our eftablifhed Religion. 
_ Which fince they cannot hope fo 

_eafily to compats alone, they en- 
deavour to draw in to their Af- 
 fiftance, alk fuch  difconténted: 
parties, who are fo weak ,° ( if 
any can be fo ) to be prevailed 
on to be inftruments co ferve 


ds 


Dedicatory, 
them, in pulling.down a Church, 
which can ever fall,. but they 

muft be fhfledin its Ryims. One 
would think, ic were hardly pof- 
fible, for any to run into a {nare, 
which lies (, open to their view ; 
orto flatcér themfelves with the: 
vain hopes of efcaping betrer 
than the (burch they defigntode- | 
{troy. But fuch is the admirable — 
Wifdom of Divine Providence to or- _ 
‘der things fo above all bumane Dis | 
Jcretion, that when the Sas of a 
Nation have provoked God to for- 
fake it, he fuffers thofe to con- _ 
curr inthe moft pernicious Couns 
fels for enflaving Confcience, who pre- 
tend to the greateft zeal for the 
Liberty of it. So that our Church. 
of England in its prefent conditi- 
on, feems to ftand as the (burch 
of Corinth did of old, betweentwo 
unquiet and boifterous Seas ; and. 
there ate fome very bufie in 
-% | cutting 


' 2 Cor.7. 
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‘entting through the Ffhinus be- 


tween them, to lé€t in both at once 
updn it, fuppofing that no ftrength 
will be able to withftand the 
force of fo terrible an inundation. 
It is a confideration that might 
difhearten thofe who are enga- 


ged inthe Defence of our Religion 


againft the conimion Adverfaries, 
to fee that they promife them- 
felves as much from the folly of 
fome of their moft feeming Enee 
mies, asfrom the witere/t and Power 
of their Friends : thus like §. Paul 
in Macedonia, wé are troubled on eves 
ry fide, without are fightings, and withs _ 
in are fears. Vf mendid but once 
underftarid the things which belong te 
our ‘Peace, we might yet hope to 
weather outthe ftormsthac threaten 
us, arid to live, asthe Church hath 


frequently done, in a toffing con 


every fide. Butit through Weak- 


dition, with waves beating on 


ne 


Dédicatory. _ 

nef or Wilftilde/s, thofe things: (loud 
be bid from our tyes, thé profpeat of 
our future condition is much more 
dreadful and amazing than: the 

prefent canbe. - eee 
If ic were reafonable to hope, | 
that all men would lay afide pre-_ 
judice and paffion, ard “have 
greater regard to the Common Good, 
‘thanto the émterefis of their feve- 
ral parties, they could not but fee 
where our main ftrength lies, by | 
what our enemies are moft con- 
cerned to deftroy ; And that no 

men of common undeérftandin 
would make ule of difunted Pare 
tiesto deftroy one Great Body, un- 
lefs they were fure to mafter 
them, when they had done with 
them ; And therefore the beft way 
for their own feeurity were to 
unite themfelves with the (burch 
of England. ‘That were a Bleffing 
coo great for fiuch a Peopleto ex- 
a pect, 
eo . 


| The Epiftle 
‘> peét; whofe fins have made our 
Breaches fo wide, that we have | 
too great seafon to fear the com- 
mon. enemy may enter through. 
| them, if there be not fome way. 
found eut to repair thofe Breaches ; 
_ andto buildup the places which. 
; arebrokendown:° eC 
For my own part, I cannot fee, 
how thole who could have joyn- - 
ed in Communion with the Chriftian- 
_ Church, in the time of ‘Theodofius 
the Great, can juftly refufe toda. 
it in ours. For that is the. 
Age of the Church, which our 
Church. of Bngland finee the Re- 
formation; comes the neareft.to 5. 
Idolatry being. then {upprefled by | 
the Imperial Edits; the Churches 
fettled by Law under .the Governs 
mient.of Bifhops, Publick, Liturgies ap~ 
- pointed, Antiquity Reverenced, — 
— Schifm difcountenanced, Learning. 
~ encouraged; and fome few Ceres 7 
: monies 
J ®: 


| Dedicatory: ‘3 


monies ufed, bit without any of — 


thofe corrupt mixtures which af- 
terwards prevailed: in the Roman 
(hinch. — Atid whatever men of ill 
minds may fuggeft to the difpa- 
ragement of thofe times, it is re- 
ally an ‘Honour to our Church, to 
fuffer together ‘with that «Age, 
when the ‘Chriftian’ Church began to 
be firmly’ feteled by the Counte- 
nance of the-Cail Power,’ and did 

erijoy its Primitive Purity without 
the -Poverty and Hardfhips'it endu- 
red ;before.. And the Bifhops of 


that’ time were men of that ex- 


em ‘oe Piety, of thofe great Abi- 
ities, of that- excellent Conduct and 
Magnanimity, as fet them above the 
coiitempt ‘Or reproach of any but 
Infidels and: Apoftates. For then . 
lived the Gregories, the Baftls, the - 
Cbryfoftoms -in ‘the’ Eaftern Church .' 
the Ainbrofes, arid ‘Auguftins-in’ the 
Weftern, and'they who cant fulpect — 
eee ee 


‘The Epifile 

thefe 10. have been Bnamies to the 
— Power of (Godline)’, did never under- 
ftand. what it TACANG 

Is .were, no doube; the mok 
defirable thing in qur State and 
Condition. co fee, the, Piety, the 
Zeal, the: Comrage, «the Wifdom of 
 thale poly, Bifbops rexived among 
hs in furh an age. which needs the 
conjppdion of all jthefe-cogether, . 
For :fuch. ig the infolency - aad 
nunher of che, apen: contemners 
of opr Church and Religian, fuck is — 
the actiyicy of thefe who expose . 
it, and the. {ybycy-of chofe whi 
‘undermine’ it,:as sequites, all the 
Demme dnd -Abilises of, thofe.greag 
Perfans.to defend: it. Andi hope 
thar Divine Spirit: which itflamed 
and acted them ach not forfaken 
that Sacred Order, amaong-us < but 
thar ic ,will daily raife up mare - 
who hall be. able. to convince 
Diffenters, thar there may be ae | 
— | an 


"> a, 8 
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and hearty zeal for Religion among 
our Prelates ; and thofe of the 
Church of Rome, that Good Works are 
moft agreeable to the Principles of 
the Reformation, Nay, even in this 
Age, as bad as it is, there may be 
as great Inflances produced. of reg! 
Charity, as of Works of Publick and 
piows wfes, as when. men thought 
togetSouls out of Purgatory, of theme 
Selves into, Heayen by whdt they 
did. © And if it were poffible ex- 
aftly to compare all Ads of this 
nature which have been done eyer 
fince the “Reformation, with whae. 
there was done of the {ame kind. 
for a much longer time immedi- 
ately before it, if the Protefane 
Charity fhould {eem to fall. fhore: 
in outward Pomp and Magnificente, 
it would be found much more to. 
exceed it, in number, and uifefulnefs; 
Which makes me Jo. much the. 
more wonder to hear and fee, the 
ce eee ES ate OS 
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ill effects of the Reformation in this 
kind, fo much infifted on of late, 
to difprove the Goodneff of it. If 

fome Great‘men had finifter ends in it, 
' when was there any great Séion 
of that nature, wherein {ome Pers 
fons did not aim attheir own ad- 
vantage by it 2 Who can excufe 


all the (Courtiers in chetime of Con. 


flantine, or all the Aétions of that 


Great Emperour himfelf 2, Muft 


Chriftianty therefore be thought 


the worfe, becauife it did prevail 
in his time, and very much by his. 
means ? And there were fome 
partial ‘Hiftorians in thofe dayes, 


that impute the demolifhing’ of 


| Heathen Temples and the fuppref-, 


fing of Idolatry to the Rapine and 


Sacriledge of the Times, For even. 
thofe Eleathen Temples’ were richly 


endowed ; and it is hot to be fup- 
poled, chac when fuch a Tree 
was fhaking, there’ would be 

. | no 


fio fcrambling for the Friit of it. 

- However, we. are not .concern- 

ed to. juftifie. the Aétions or Dea 
figne of any-particular Perfons hove 
Great foever: but that which we | 
plead for, is, that the Reformation 
ic felf was a juft, pious, prudent, and — 
neceffary thing.; and had both fuf- 
ficient Anthority to warrant it, and 
fufficient Reafonto juftifieit. 

~ We read in the Spanifh Hiftory a 
yemarkable Precedent, which vin- 
dicates the proceeding of our Ree 
formation in Bngland.. ,The Gots 
thick Nation had been infected with 
Ariani{m two hundred and thir- 
teen, years, when by the meansof 
Leander. Bifhop. of Sevil, the King 
Reccaredus being duly informedin 
the Orthedox Faith, called a Councd 
at Toledo, wherein Arians{m was (oncit. 
renounced by che declaration and Pigs 
fubjcription of the King himfelf, be- 389. 
ang prefent'in Council, and afcer- 
; (a) wards 


The Epiftle 
wards by thé Bifhops -who joyned: 
with hirn, and the Great men , 
which being done:, the Conncid 
proceeded ‘to make’ new .(anons 
and Cinflitutions, which the King 
confirme a his Fdiét; declaring, 
that if any Bifhop, Prieft, or. Deacon 
fefufed to obferve them, he was fene 


tericed ‘by the Council to excommunis 
cation : if “any of the higher rank of | 


the Laity, the-penalty was-paying half 


: their eftates: ta the Exchequer, if others, 


els cation ‘and banifhment. . All 
which is extant in the Records of 
that Council. © The Arian Bifhops, 
Marian. as Mariana relates, fuch ‘as Athas 
tip locus and ‘Sunna with’ others, ha- 
 5.c 14, ving the old Queen’ Gofwinda and 
73¢ — feveral of the Nobility to joyn 
with them, made ‘all the diftur- 
~~” Wance they eould, to hinder the 
. © Reformation. But, God not only 
. eatried it through, but wonder- 


fully preferved the Life of the 


Kung, 


. Dedicatory. 
King, tiotwithftanding many con- 
{piracies againit him ; after whofé 
death, the Arian faétion was very 
bufie, and made feveral Attempes 
by Treafon and Rebellion to be re- 
ftored again; and they once 
thought themfelves fure, wher 

they had gotten Wittericis of theit 

party to the Throne, but his {hore 

Reign put an end to afl cheir 
Hopes. 1 find fome of the latter 

Spanifh Hiftorians touch troubled 

to fee all done in this Reforma- 

tion, by the King, and the Bifhops; 

and Gréat men, without thé leaft 
mention of the Popes Authority. 

Lucas Tadenfis therefore faith; that 
Leander was the Popes Legat, but 
Mariana confefles, that the ery Matiden: 
Abts of the Eouncil contradiét it. He 6 6.16 
would have it beliewed, that they 
fent Legats to the Pope afterwards to 
have the Counctl confirmed by him 
bit , he acknowledgeth) that no. 

(az) =——sthing 


Greg. 
Regiftr. 
dor. ep. 
ar se 
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thing appears in Hiftory to that pure 
pofe: and if any fuch thing had 
been, it would not have been o- 
mitted in the Bpiftles of Gregory, 
who writ to Leander a Letter of 


congratulation for the converfion of 


Reccaredus. But then National 
(Churches were {uppofed to have 
Power enough to Reform them- 
felves, provided, that they pro- 
ceeded according tothe Decrees of 


| the Four General Councils. : 


And this is that we maintain. 
in behalf of the (burch of England, 
that it receives all the (reeds 
which were then received, and 
hath reformed thofe Abufes only 
which have crept into the Church 
fincethat Time. | 
This, My Lord, is the (aufe, 
which by Command of my Superie 


_ ours, 1 was firft engaged to defend , 


among whom Your Lordjhips Pres 
deceff onr ( whofe conftane Friends 


| Pp 
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hip and KindnefS I muft never for- 


get) was one of the Chief. _ 
Since that time, I have had but — 


little re{pite from thefe (not fo. 
pleafing to me, as fometimes ne- | 
ceflary ) Polemical Exercifes ; and 
notwithftanding all the Rage and 
Malice of the Adverfaries of our - 
Church againft me, | fit down with 
that contentment, that I have de- _ 
fended a Righteous Caufe, and with 
an honeft Mind ; and therefore I 
little regard their bittereft Cen- 
{ures and Reproaches. a 
In the midft.of fuch a (rond of — 
Adverfaries, it was no unpleafant 
entertainment to. me to fee the 
various methods, with which they __ 
have attacked me ; fome with 
piteous moans and outcries, others 
grinning and only fhewing: their 
teeth, others ranting and Heétor- 


ing, others {colding and reviling, — 


but I muftneeds fay; the Adverfary | 
(RD ST 
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T now anfwer, hath fhewed more 

art and cunning than all the reft 
pur together ; and hath faid as 
Much in Defence of their Caufe, 
as Wit and Subtilty could invent 
(Iwith I could {peak as freely 
of his Fair dealing, and Ingenuity 
Him therefore I referved ‘to be. 
anfwered by him(elf, after I had 
‘fhaken off the lefler and more 
barking Creatures. 
"What l have now done, I hum- 
bly prefent to* Your Lordfhips 
hands ; and Tam very glad of this 
- Opportunity to declaré what {a- 
tistaction the Members of Your 
own Church, and the Clergy of this 
| great (ity have to fee a Perfon of 
~ Jo Noble Birth, fo much Temper 
and Prudence, fo fitman Affertor of 
the Proteflant Religion and Church 
_ of England, appointed by his Maz 
jefty to have‘ the Conduét and Gas 
rvernment of thena. ‘That God Ale 


— Dedicatory. 
mighty would affift and dire¢t 
Your Lordfhip in thofe things — 
which tend to the Peace and Wel- 
fare of this Church, is the hearty | 
Prayer of | <3 = 


My Lord, 


Your Lordfhips moft dutip 
ful and obedient Servant, 


May 30. 


Ep. STILLINGFLEET. 
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oo 


I’ bath been long expedte that 1 


& to T.G asthe moft confiderable 
Adverfary that appeared againft me ; 


— 


eB, nt Te 


ae 


- — ie eee Ee. 


- To the Reader. . 
that time I have applyed my felf tothe 
confideration of T. G.’s Book, as much 
as healch, and other’ bufinefs would 
permit. , Be 


_ And finding [uch confufion in molt 


_ Difcourfes about Idolatry, and that 


till the Nature of it were fully and 


Clearly Stated, men would till difpute 


im the dark about thefe matters, in 
my laft Summers retirement, I fet my 
Jelf to the ftrict examination of it, by 
fearching. with my utmoff. diligence into 
the Idolatries. praftifed in’ all parts, 


- of the iworld, by the help of the beft Au- 
thors, I could mect with, either anci- 


ent or. modern ; when 1 had.done 
this, E-compared thofe obfetvations 


had made with the Senfe of the Scri- 
ptures, and of the Fathers. of ‘the 


feveral:. Ages. of. thé Chriftian, 
Church. ,. who bad managed . the 
Charge.of Idolatry againft Hea- 
thens, or. Hereticks.:. From _ hence. 
I framed the, Firft Part ‘of the follow, 

_— a ing 


To the Reader, 
ing Book, wherein I have: not only 
examined and confuted T.G.'s falfe 
notion of it, but endeavoured to [ettle 
the True one in its place. 3", 
Which being difhatched, and the main 
rinciples of bw whole Book theres 
ay weakned and overthrown , J 
betook my felf to the particular De- 
fence of the Charge of Idolatry 
prattifed in the Roman Church in 
the Worfhip of Images; and I ap 
prebended nothing of greater confes 
quence in this Debate, than to give a 
true Account of the ftate of the 
Controverfie between us ; which 
T.G endeavoured with all bis art te 
blind and confound After which, 1 
have given a diftinft Anfwer to eve- 
ry thing material or plaufible in 
that part of his Book. Which 
fwelling this Difcourle beyond my 
expettation, I muft refpite the other 
part to a farther opportunity ; which 
I may the better do, -becaufe the Re- 
eeenee Oa? eae 


et i me EO | 


To the Readers 
mainder of T. G’s Book bath 
— dlready received a fufficient An- 
{wer from a learned and worthy Pers 


fon 
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pmeme 4t 
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PART I. 


A Gineral Difcourf @ concerning the 
Nature of uae ds 


c HAP. ; 
T: G S. notion of Idolatry examined ond 
—— | 


40 make sod the Charge of Jdo- 

- | latry again{t the Roman Church, 

which is my prefent bufinels, 

_ - there afe two things néceflary to 

be done; 

1. To lay downthe right notion of Ido- 
latry. 

. 4. To examine what T.G. and others 


have faid, to-juftifiethemfelves, fromthe’ 


pa reienlars of this Charge. | 
I begin with the confideration of the 
Watsre of Idolatry, oot only | becaufe Ad. 
Bb fd 


= aw 
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Qt 


TG 


p- 203. 


p. 64 


Pp: 2c3. 


| 2) 
Adverfary calls me toit in thefe words, 
Here the Ax is laid to the root, andif 
ever the Dr. will [peak home to the purpofe, 
it muft be upon this point. He muft (peak to 
the Nature of the thing, &c. But becaufe 
the weight ofthe whole matterin debate 
depends upon it, and wholoever reads 
through T.G’s anfwer to me , will find 
the only ftrength of icto lie ia a very dif- 
ferent zotion of Idolatry which he fets up, 
which if it prove true, the main of my 
charge muft fall to the ground ; aithough 
however by his way of writing he can 
hardly anfwer the character I had given 
him, either of a Learned or ingenuous Aa- 
ver [ary. : 

The zotion of Idolatry which T.G. lays 
down may be gathered from thefe afferti- 
ons of his, That, God being the only fa- 


preme and fuperexcellent Being above all 


ana over all, to him therefore Sovereign 
honour is only to be given, and to none be- 
fide him 3 ‘That a5 no command of Godcan 
make that to be not Idolatry which is fo in 
the nature of the thing ; [ono prohibition 
(if there were any) could make that to 
be Idolatry, which hath not init the true 
ana real nature of Idolatry ; That, the 
worlbip of Images forbidden in the Com- 
mandinent, & the worlbipping Images in- 
: fiea 


Ss : —— 
| (3) | 

fread of God ; and the réafon of the Law p, 9, 
was to keep the peoplein their duty of 2i- 
ving Sovereign worfbip to God alone, by — 
reftraining them from Idolatry, That this P-63- 
Law was made particularly to forbid So- 
vereion worfbip to be givem( as he faith, © 
it was at that time given by the Heathen ) ®-°7- 
to graven images, i, e. reprefentations of 
imaginary Betngss or to any fimilitudes 
i.e. the likenefs of anything, which al- 
chouch it had a real being, yet was not God: | 
That, the Image-worlbip condemned by P-99 
S. Paul, was the worfbipping Images for | | 
Gods, or as the Images of falle Gods: That, 8 *°% 
evil Spirits or falfe Gods did refide 
in their Images by Magical incantation: P- 349 
That, the fupreme Godof the Heathens 
was not the true God but a Devil, and — 
that the Poets who call him the Father ?-34® 
of Gods and mea, were thofe whom Ho- 
race confeffeth, that they took the privi- 
ledge to dare to feign and fay thing. ' 
From thefe affertions, iris no hard matter 
toform T. G's notion of Idolatry, wiz: | 
Thatic is, The giving. the Soveraign wor- 
fhip of God to a creature, and amongthe | 
Heathens to the Devil. And now who 
dares chatge the Church of Rome with 
Idolatry ¢ I do not wonder that he calls 
this fo fowl; fo extravagant, fo nnjaft a 

. Ba Charge 
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charge, and parallels me with no meaner 


a perfon than Fulianthe Apoftate, faying, 


That farely a more injurtous Calumny 
fcarce ever dropt fromthe pen of the grea- 
teft enemy of Chriftianity,except that of Ju- 


~ dian the Apoffate.But I am fo ufed co their 


hard words, thac I caneafily pafs them 
Over, and immediately apply my {elf to 


the debate of thefe things, which will tend 


very much to the clearing the true notion 
of Ldolatry, | 

1. Whether Jdolatry be not confiftent 
with the acknowledgement of one Supreme 
Being ? | - 

2, Whereinthe Wature of that Divine 


| Worfbip lies, which being givento aCrea- 


Sure makes it Jdolatry ? 

For if chofe who acknowledge one S#- 
preme Being, the Creator and Governour 
of the world, were notwithftanding this, 
guilty of Zdolatry, and that Jdolatry be, 


as? G. confefleth, the giving the wor- 


{bip due to God to 4 creature, thenif we 
can prove, that the Church of Rome doth 
sive any part of that worfbip which is 
‘dueto God toany thing befides him, we 
may ftitl juftly charge them with Jdolatry, 
although they believe one supreme God, 
and referve fome wor{bip which he calls so- 
vereign to him. . 

1. Whe- 
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1. Whether pdolatry be not confiftent. 


- with the acknowledgement of one Supreme 
Being, Creator, and Governour of the 
world ¢ WhomI fuppofe 7. G. will not 
deny to be the trae God. It is agreed by 
him, that the whole Heathes world was 


guilty of Jdolatry, without excepting the - 
more intelligent and wifer perfons among 


them ; therefore our only bufinefs as to 
them is toenquire, whether they did ac- 
knowledge this Sapreme Being ; and ict 
- is without difpute, that all Chriftians do 
acknowledge the True God ; if I can 


then prove, that fuch have nocwichftand- — 


ing been charged with Jdolatry, by thofe 


whofe judgement 7. G. dares not refute, 


I hope thefe two things being made out, 


will be fufficient to prove, chat thofe 


may be guilty of Jdolatry, who acknows | 


ledge one Supreme God. 


As to the Heathens , who are confel- 


fed to be Jdolaters. I have fuch pienty 


and choice of evidence in this matter, 


that ic is not eafie to know which to leave 

out; for, if either the Te/fimony of the 

Heathens themfelves'may be taken; or 

the Teftimony of the- writers of the Ro- 

man Church concerning them ; or.the 

Teftimonie of the Scriptures, or of thofe 
a 


Fathers ' 
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Fathers who di(puted againft their /dola- 
try, or of the Roman Charch it {elf , I 
do not doubt, to make ic evident, thac 
thofe Heathens who are charged with 
Idolatry, did acknowledge one Supreme 
God. In fo great ftore I have realen to 
confider the temper of the perfon I have 
to deal with , For, if I produce the 
Teftimony of the Heathen writers them- 
felves, it may be he may fufpeét, that 
the Devil dwelt in their Books as well as 
in their Jyages ; and being a very cun- 
ning Sophifter chat he might perfwade 
their Pbilofophers to write for one God, 
that he might have the worfbip belong- 
ing to him: as oO. C’s Inftruments 
were fora fingle Perfon, chat the Govern- 
ment might be put into his hands, Bur, 
I have a better reafon than this , vés, 
that this work isalready undertaken, by 
a very learned Perfon of our Charch. 

TheTe/timony of Scripture is plain enough 
in this matter to any unbyatied mind 3 
as appears by S, Pauls faying to the men of 
Athens when he faw the Altar to the un- 
known God , whom ye ignorantly worfbip, 
him I declare unto you; Did S, Pant - 
mean the Devil by this ? Did he in 
good earneft go abroad to preach the 
Devil to the world? yet he preached 


C7) 
him whom they ignorantly worfhipped, 
t.e. the Devil, fath T. G, Although 
S. Paul immediately faith, it was the God * 24 
that made the world, and ak thingsin 
#¢ : and afterwards quotes one of their 
Poets for faying 7 73 4 yv@ topér, For we 
are his offspring 3 and itis obfervable that 
the words immediately going before in 
Aratus are Tiev]n } Ards xerenueda my res, 
and he ufeth 4s3s twice more in che verfes 
before, "Ex Aids deo ucde asa) > Aide meow sauas 
tv éyyai, which is the very word that T.G. 349. 352 
faich dothfignifican Arch-Devil, Doth 
S. Pasi then fay, we are allthe Devils off 
fpring ? and not an ordinary one neither, 
buc che very Arch-Devils ? Was this 
his way of perfwading the Atheu:- 
ans toleave the worfhipof Devils, co tell 
them, that they were all the Devils off- 
fpring¢ No: itwas farenough from him, 
for he infers from that faying of Aratus, 
that they were the offspring of God , 
To@ ty vadenovnes 7 Ost So that if Saint a 29. 
Paul may be credited rather than 7. G. 
their Fapiter was fo far from being the 
Arth-Devil, that be. was the true God, | 
blefjed for evermore.. And it is obferva- | 
ble, that S. Pas/ quotes one of their Poets | 
for this faying- , notwithftanding T. G’s © | | 
fharp cenfure of them out of Horace , = | 
“B4 | with » 4 
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with which, the force of S. Pauls tefti- 
mony is overthrown, But he was noc 
alone in making this to be the Poets 


Euft, — fenfe, for Ariftobulus the Fewilh Philo 


jee _ Sopher produces it to the fame purpofe, 


. 413-@12, and adds, that although he ufed the name 


of Jove, yet his defign was to exprefs the 
true God. Minucius Felix faith wifely 
ein in this cafe, They who make Jove the 
Odav. chief God, are only deceived in the name, 
P15 bat agree in the Power ; fo far was he 
from ‘thinking their Fupiter Father of 
Gods and men}, ( which he applauds 

the Poets for faying) to have been the Arch- 

Devil, ;é a 3 

— But 7, G. quotes Origen for faying , 

ies that the Chriftians would undergo any 
"> Torments rather than confefe Jupiter to 
be God ; for they did not believe Jupiter 

and Sabacth to be the fame, netther in- 

deed to be any God at all, but a Devil, who 


is delighted with the name of Jupiter, an 


enemy to. men and God. (grant, Origer 
doth fay fo ; bue fuppofe St. Pas/ and 
Origen contradict one another, I defire 
to know whom we are to follow ¢ Yet 
if T, G. had confidered Origen as he ought 
to have done, he would have feen how 
little had been gained by this faying of 
his, For when Cedfws had faid, ## was 


no - 


/ 


(9). 


es great matter whether they called | the 


Supreme God Jupiter, or Adonai, or Sa- 
baoth, or Ammon as the Aigyptians did, or 
Pappai as the Scythians. Origen an- 
{wers. 1. That he had {poken already 


upon this fabject, which he defires may . 


be remembered ; now in that place. he 
faith, that by reafon of the abundance of 
filthy and obfcene fables which went of 


their Jupiter, the Chriftians would by 20 origs cur 
means endure to have the true Godcalled |. 4.p.196. 


to to be. [crupulows about the very names 


Cant. 


of their Gods. 2. Origen hath a particu- — 


lar conceit about the power of the Hebrew 
names; and hath a very odd difcourfe, 
unbecoming a Philofopher anda Chriftian, 
about the power of words in enchantments, 
and that the fame words had great force 
in their Originals, which they loft be- 
ing tranflatéd into other Languages ; and 


if it be thus, faith he, in other names, orig..caf, 


how much more ought we to think st fo in !-. 
the names of God ? And therefore he - 
would by no means have thofe powerful - 


names of Adonai and Sabacth to be chang- 
ed forany other. By which for all chat 
Ican fee, Origen would as much have fcru- 
pled calling che Divine Being God, as Fove, 
If Yofins bis conjeCtuire be true, that God 


~ — _- 


is 
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yof.de. is the {ame with the old German Gode, ot 
Idolol.l. 1» Godan, and according to the common per- 


. €e 37s 


mutation of thofe letters, “odaz, who was 
the chief God among the Germans. 3. He 
faith, that it was no fault at all for 
any perfons to call the Supreme God by 


the names ufed in their own language , 


as the Aigyptians might call him Ammon, 
and the Scythians Pappai: andthen why 


not the Greeks Atzor Ziveeand | do not 


fee he finds much fault with them fori, 
but he would not have thofe names 
brought. into the Chriftian Religion , 
which had been defiled by fuch impure 
{tories and reprefentations among the 
Heathens : which is the beft thing that 
he faith to this purpofe : But we fee 
thac Ovizen himfelf doth not deny that 
eichéer the Greeks, or cAigyptians, OF 
Scythians did own a Supreme God, or that 
they had proper names to exprefs him 


by : but he would not have the Chrsft- 


ans bring thofe names into their Reéigé- 
on 3 And that Orizer grants that the 
Heathens did acknowledge the Supreme 
God, will be proved afterwards, But 
whatever his opinion was, we are fure 
S. paul by the God that was known a 
mong ithe Heathens, did not mean the 
Devil : For was the believing the Dew | 
(0 


(11) 7 
to be the Supreme God, that holding the rom. 18. 
truth in unvighteou{nefs, which S,Panl 
charges the Heathens with ¢ Was this 
indeed that T3 yrasdv «3 &® That which ts v.19, 
known of God, which he faith , not only 
was manifest in them, but, that Godhim- 
felf bad revealed it to them ? Was this | 
that eternal Power and God-head which % 2 
was to be feen by the things that were 
made, {o as to leave them without excufe ? 
Was this their knowing of God, and 21. 
that incorruptible God whofe glory they 
turned into the Image of a corruptible v.23 
man, &c ¢ Wasallthis, nothing butFs- 
piter of Crete, and the Arch-Devil un- 
der his name 2? Buc what will not men — 
fay, rather than confefs themfelves Zdo- 
laters ? : 


Alchough thefe Teftimonies of Scri- 9, 3, 
ture, be never fo evident ; yet lam not 
fure but T. G. may be the Polws mention- 
edin Erafmus now, (whom he mentions 
for my fake, more than once }) and may p, 37.203. 
efpya red fiery Dragon, even the old | 
Serpent there, where I can fee nothing 
buc: the difcovery of the True God, | 
Therefore fuppofing that the Te/timony of 
Heathens or the Scriptures may not weigh 
much with him, methinks he might have 
con- 


a ver{al principle of all things ; but with- 


(ID 
" confidered what the Learned men of their 
own Church have faid to this purpofe. 
th, Aquin, 1. Aquinas’ conkelleth, that the moft of 
c.Gemt. the Gentiles did acknowledge one Supreme 
. fn. G94, from whom they faid all thofeothers 
«whom they called Gods did receive their 
being ; and that they afcribed the name 
of Divinity to all immortal [ubftances , 
chiefly by reafon of their wifdom, happi- 
neff, and Government, Which cuftom of 
(peaking, faith he, ws Likewife found in 
Scripture, where either the holy Angels, 
or Men, and Fadges are called Gods 3 1 
have [aid Ye are Gods, and many other 
places. Francifcus Ferrarienfis in his 
' Commentaries on that place faith, that 
Aquinas his meaning was, that the ser 
pture only agreed with the Heathens as 
to the name, but that they called their 
 *. Gods properly fo, whereas the Scripture 
peaks of them only by way of participa- 
tion. And:did Aqsinas, mean any other- 
wife of the Heathens, when he faith, that 
all their inferiour Gods derived their very 
being from the Supreme ? The fame 
Aquinas, in his Book purpofely written 
idl. 3. againft the Gestiles, gives this account 
¢-120¢ of their Principles of Religion ; that fome 
of them held one God the firft and uni- 


all 
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all they gave Divineworfbip (Latriam ) 
next to the Supreme God to intellectual 
fubftances of a heavenly nature, which 
they call Gods, whether they were fubftan- 
ces feparated from bodies, or the Sonls of 
the heavenly Orbs and Stars : inthe | 
next place to intellectual [ubftances united 
to aerial bodies, which they called Demons, - 
whom they made. Gods in refpect of men, 
and thought they deferved divine worfbip 
from men as being Mediatours between 
the Gods and them ; and in the laft place 
to the Souls of good men, as being raifed 
to a higher ftate thanthat of thi prefent 
life. Others of them fuppofing God to be 
the Soul of the world, did believe, that 
divine worlbip was to be given to the 
whole world, and the feveral parts of it, 
not for the fake of the Bodybut the Soul, 
which they {aid was God : as a wife man 
hath honour given him not for the fake 
of hus Body, but of bis mind, Others again 
afferted, that things below men as Ima- 
ges, might have divine worfbip given to 
them, in as much as they did participate 
of a Superiour nature, either fromthe in-- 
fisense of heavenly bodies, or the prefence 
of fome Spirits, which Images they called 
Gods, and from thence they were called 
Ldoldters, And fo he proves, that they 
| Bperey 
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were, who acknowledging one firft princt- 
ple did give divine worfbip to any other 
being : becaufe it weakens the notion 
and efteem we ought to have of the Su- 
preme Being togive divine worbipto any 
other befides him ; as it would leffex the 
honour of a King, for any other Perfon to 
have the fame kind of refped fhewed to 
him, which we expreff to the King: and 
becaufe this divine worlbip w due'to God 
on the account of Creation, which ts pro- 
per only to him, and becaufe he is pro- 
perly Lord over us and none elfe 
befides him: and he w our great and 
laff exd , which are all of them great 
and weighty reafons, why divine wor- 
fhip fhould be appropriated to God 
alone. Bat, faith he, although thu opi- 
nion which makes God a feparate Being 
and the firft Caufe of all intelletfual Be- 
ings, be true : yet that which makes God 
the Soul of the world, though it be far- 
ther from truth, gives a better account 
of giving divine wor[bip to created Beings. 
For then they give that divine worfbip to 
God himfelf : for according to this princi- 
ple, the feveral parts of the world in re- 
pect of God, are buat as the feveral mem- 
bers. of a mans body in .refpett of his 
Soul, But the moft unreafonable opinion, 
7 he 
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he faith, és that of animated Images, be- 
caufe thole cannot deferve more worfbip, 
than either the spirits that animate them, 
or the makers of them, which ought not to 
have divine worfbip given them , befides, 
that by lying Oracles and wicked Counfel:, 
thefe appear to have been Evil Spirits, 
and therefore deferve no worlbip of us. 


From hence, he faith, it appears, that be- — 


caufe divine worbip is proper only to God, 
4s the firft principle 5 and none but an 
Py aiipelea rational Being canexcite men to 
the doing {uch unlawful things,as giving the - 
worfbip proper to Godto any other Being, 

that men were drawn to Idolatry by the 
tnftigation of evil Spirits, which coveted 


divine honours to themfelves: and there-. -— 


fore the Scripture faith, they worfbipped 
Devils and not God. ‘From which re- 
markable Teftimony we may take no-. 
tice of thefe things, 1. That he confef- 
{eth many of the Geatiles whom he char- 
ges with Idolatry, did believe and wor- 
{hip the Supreme God as Creator and Go- 
wernour of the world. 2. That divine 
worfbip is fo proper to the true God , 
that whofoever gives it to any created 
being, though in it felf of real excellency, 
and confidered as deriving that excellency 
from God , is yet guilty of Zdolatry. 

a a 3. Thae 


(16) | 
3. That relative Latria being given to a. 
creature, is Jdolatry , for {0 he makes 
ic to be, in thofe who fuppoféd God 
to be the Soul of the world. And I 
defire T. G. or any other cunning Sophr- 
feer among them to thew me why a maa 


_ may not as lawfully worfhip any part 


of the world with a relative Latria, {up- 


pofing God to be the Sout of the world, as 
any mage, or Crucifix whatfoever ¢ For 


if union, contact, or relation, be a fufficient 


— ground fot relative Latria'in one cafe, 


Aqui te 


Sum. Po 3 


J. 256 
art. 3. 


it will be in che other alfo ; and I can- 
not but wondet fo great a judgement as 
Aquinds had, fhould not either have made 


him juftifie the Hezthens on this fuppofi- 


tion, orcondemn the Chriffiens in giving 
Latria i.e. proper divine worfbip to the 
Croff. For theré is not any fhadow of 
reafon produced by him for the one, 
which would not held have much more 
for the other. For, if the honour of the 
Image w carried to the Prototype s is not 
the honour of the members of the Body 
to the mind that ‘animates them ¢ If 
the Image deferve the fame worlbip with 
the perfon reprefented by it 5 is not much 
more any ag of the body capable of 
receiving the bonoar due to the Perfor ? 
as the Popes Toe is of the worfhip 

, , J that 


ers 7 
that is given to him. Why thould itbe 
‘more anlawful to worfhip God, by wor- 
‘Shipping Fére or water or the Barth, .or 


cany.inferiour. creatare, fuppofing God to 


be the Sow of the world, than ir is to 


‘fhew Reverente to the - Pope by kiffag: 


his Toe ¥ which I fuppofe, can be upon, 


mo other reafon , but becaufe itis a part of © 


shis body, which is astesated bythe fame 
- Soni in all the members of it. 4. That Agwi- 


“mas doth not therefore fay, thar the Hea- | 
thens worfbipped Devils, becanfe the Su- 


premeiGod whom they worfbipped was an 
Arch-Devil, as T.G. faith,but becaufe none 
but evil Spérits would draw men togive dé- 


vine worfoip to any thing but God him(elf 3 


and then, thac evil Spirits did appear to 
heighten and encourage this devotion, by 
‘ating and {peaking in Jages. The confe- 
quence of whichI defire 7. G. toconfider. 
And this teftimony 6f 4qaizas is the more 
confiderable, not only for his great Aw, 
thority in the: Romaz Church 5 ard be- 
caufe Pixs 5, in the approbation of his 


svorks A.D, 1567, very gravely mentt- 
‘ons Chrifis. {peaking to him from a 


‘Crucifix, when he was praying before 
it, that he bad written well concerning 
him (ic feems the Crucifix was anima- 
ted 100); bus-becaute I find. this Book fo 
highly 


- 


- 
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__ highly applauded by Poffewss, and others 
Pilot for the -beft he the Chrifti- 
{. 9-° 25+ ay Religion in oppofition to . Heatheni{m. 


fisdecom Card, Cajetan in his Commentaries on 


verfgint. Agqninas {peaking of che Images of God, 


aaa diftinguifhes them into 3. forts. 1. Some 
Cajet.in that were to reprefent the Divinity, which 
7.p.3. he utterly condemns. 2. Some to fet 
475-01 3 forth the appearances of God mentioned 
in Scriptures 3. Some by way of Ana- 
logy, that by fenfible things we may be 
bromght to the veneration of infenfible, 

as the Holy Ghoft in the i" of an old 

‘man holding a globe im bis hand, &c ; 
which laf— way, faith he, comes, near to 

the cuftom of thé Heathens who repre- 

fented God diverfly, as he is the caufe of 

divers effetts, as under the forns of Mi- 

nerya by reafon of his Wifdom,- and the 

like. Would Cajetan ever have paral- 

Jel’'d the Cuffome of the Church of Rome, 

with that of the Heathens , if he had 
thought they had only pictured the 

- Devil .under thefe. reprefencations ¢ Ip 
another place he puts this Queftion ; 

31 Aq. 2.2. bow it could be [aid that all the Gods of the 


£994 Treathens were Devils, fence although they 


worlbipped many Gods, yet. withal they 
worfbipped one Supreme God ? To which 
he anfwers. 1. That the Devils were 
a rn . the 


(TD) i: 

the caufes of Idolatry, and fo they were 
Devils caufally though not effentially. 
2. That althongh thole they worjbipped 
were not in themfeives Devils 3 as the 
heavenly intelligences, yet they were fo - 
as they were the Gods of the Heathens : 
i.e. as they had divine, worfbip yiven to 
them. And the true God him{elf; he faith, 
was not worlbipped according to what he 
was, but according to what they concerved , 
ofhim. But he grants before thac they 
conceived of him, 4s the Supreme God : - 
which was a réght conception of him; 
buc ifhe means ic was smperfedts is it not 
fo in thofe who worfhip him mofttruly ¢ 

Martinus Perefius Ayala a \earn- mate . 
ed Bifbop in Spain, treating the Queffion rede di- 
of the worfbip of Images ; faith exprefly, eo 
That S. Augnfline condemned all divine p. 120, 
sworfbip or Latria to be given to anykind . 
of Images, not, faith. he; i regard of — 
their matter, for there was no need. to 
give caution agdinft that, but in regard 
of their reprefestation, and he calls them 
Ldolaters which give that wor(bip to Images 
which 1 due to God (with T. G's leave I 
tranflate Simulachra Images, far fo I am 
fure Perefins underftands it ) Neither 
faich’he, was S. Auguftine iguorant, that 
there were fers or none among. the Gen- 
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tiles who thought the matter of their Idols 
fo fafbioned. to be Gods or God: (let 
7g. G. mark chat) but on that account he 
feems to condemn them, that they gave 
divine henour to:their Images, as they 
veprefented God : for there were many 
idols among them in which there was no 
Devil who gave anfwers, but they only 


_yeprefented God as.their benefactor: net- 


ther didall the things which the Gentiles 


| sworfbipped fionsfie a falfe God. For there 


Lerus in 
Aga 


was an Altar at Athens tothe unknown 
God. Fob. Ferus faith, that the intenti- 
on of the. Heathens, was through their 
Idols to give worfbip to the true God, 
Now T.G. knows that humane acts do 


certainly yo whither. they are intended, 


fo that according to Ferws, thefe Hea- 


-~- thens did truly worfbip the true God. 


Kirch.Ot- 
, AiprAgye 
fynt. 361 é 
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all things, Sothat as Afax. Trias faith, 


Athan. Kircher bayes it down as a certain 
principle, that there never was in any 


Age, any People fo rude and. barbarous, 


which did not acknowledge and worlbip 
one Supreme Deity, the firft principle and 
Governour of all-things. Buc faith he, 
shat they might teach the people that the 
Supreme Being, whom we call God, was 
prefent in all places, therefore they made 
abundanie of Gods in all places and over 


nO 
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no place was left without a Deity. © Pe- puss. 
tavins not only makes ufe of the ar-.dogm. Ths 
guments produced by the Heathens to Oo" 
prove one Supreme God, and chinks them. 
confiderable: but faith thet S, Paul demon-. 
frrates (mark that) that the Gentile Philofo- 
phers attained to the knowledge of God by 
the works of.Creation : and quotes the 
faying of AZax. Tyrins with approbation, jrayryy, 
that however the feveral Nations of the aifert. t- 
world differed from each other in-cuftoms . 
and languages and modes of worlbip, yet 
they all agreed in this, that there was 
ane God, Lord, and Father of al, and 
faith, that the Teftimony of Orofius % ores, .. 
moft true, that both the Philofopbers and « %- 


common Heathens did believe one Godthe Peav. lie 


authour of all things, and to whom all” * $s: > 


things ave referred: but that ander this 

God they did worlbip many inferiour and 
fubfervient Gods: and he adds that paf- 

fage of S, Auguftin, that the Heathens Aut. — 
fsppofed all their Gods to: come at firft ae 
out of one fubftance: but | wonderhe _ 
omitted what is very obfervablein the fame _ 

_ chapter, viz, thar, Faufbus the Adaniche- 

an holding two firft principles , faich, 

that the Chriftians joyned with the Hea- 
thens tn believing bas bne : and S, du- 
guftie conteflech, that. the greateft pe 


of the Heathens did believe the fame with 


phe Chriftians in that point, but the déf- 
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ference , he faith, lay here, that they 
worfbipped more Gods than one: and 


therein the Manichees agreed with thems, 
and the Chriffians only with the Jews : 


but the Manichees in that were worfe 
than the Heathens , that thefe+ wor- 
fhipped thofe things for Gods which were, 
‘but ‘were rot Gods 3° but they worlbipped 
thofe things, which were fo far from be- 
‘ins Gods that they were net at all, Fa- 
ber Faventinus, in his difcourfe againft 
Atheifis, intifts upon this as an argument 
of fome weight to prove a Deity, be- 


- caufe all mankind had fo fettled a notion 


of one firft principle in their minds from 


: which all things come, and by which 


they were governed, and however they 
differed in other conceptions about thos 
firft principle, yet they all agreed in thes, 
that it was immortal, and not only good 
in it [elf but the fountain of all good. 
Which furely was no defcription of an 
Arch-Devil. But what need I farther 
infift on thofe Authours of his own 
Church who have yielded this; when there 


are feveral who with approbation have 


undertaken the proof of ‘this in Books 
written purpofely on chis fubje& : fuch 
aa erence: ae 


| (23) 
as Reim. Bregtnins, Mutius Pan{a, Lé- Raim Bre 
wins Gelantes; Paulus Benius Eugubinws, eA0- Tho 
but above all Augujtinus Stéuchus Eage- cr tide 
binw, who have made it their bufine(s:Panta de 
to prove, that not only the Being of the Fe. 
Deity, but the unity asa firft principle, chripiane 
the wifdom, Goede Power and Pro- ase 
3 fn pt oe -» y y .. Liv.Ga 
vidence of God, were acknowledzed not tant. chri- 
gneerly by the Philofophers , a3 Plato and fiane phi- 
Ariftotle and their followers, but by the se 
generality of mankind, ‘But I am afraid comparat._ 
thefe Books may be as hard for him to [eBerm 
find. as Trigautius was, and it ‘were well, torc Arie 
if his Principles were as hard to find too, fet Te 
if they ditcover no more learning or Age, 
— than this, that the: Supreme Steach. 
God of the Heathens was an Arch- Fiioaes 
Devil. or ar i Philo. 


But T.G. faith, that. she Father of 9, 4° 
Gods and men among the Heathens, wasr.g.~ 
according to the Fathers an Arch-Devil, P- 33% 
Is it not poffible for you to entertain 
wild and abfurd opinions. your felves, 
but upor al! occafions you muft lay them 
at the doors of the Fathers ? I have 
heard of a place where the people were 
hard put to it to provide God-fathers 
‘for their Children ; at lalt, they refolved 
sochoofe rwo men thac were to ftand as 
a — C4 God- 


(24) | 


— God-fathers for allthe Children that were. 


to be born in the Pari/h ; juft fuch 2-. 
ue you make of the Fathers, they muft 
Chriften ail your Brats, and how foolith 


— foever an opinion be, if itc-comes from 
—. you, it muft prefently pafs under the. 
“2 mame of the Fathers. But 1 fhall do my | 
endeavour to break this bad cuftome .of 


yours, and {mce T. G. thinks me a foarce- 
rvevolted Presbyterian, I {hall make the 
right Father ftand for his own Children. 
And becaufe chis is very material toward 


~ the true underftanding the aratare of Zda- - 

— fatry, Uthall give a full. accoune of the . 

_ - fenfe of the Fathers in this point ;. and 
not as 7.G. hath done from: one fingle 


paffage of a learned (but by their own 
Church thought heretical) Father, viz, 


Origen, prefently cry out, the Fathers, 
° the Fathers. Which is like a Country 


Fellow that came to a Gentleman and. 


told him he had found out a brave Covie of. 


Partridges lying in fuch a Field, the 
Gentleman was very much pleafed with 
the news and prefently asked him how 
many there were : whae ‘half a {core 2 
Wo, eight ¢ No. Six’ No. Four ¢ 
No. But how many then are there ¢ 


’ Sir, faich the Country Fellow, it is a 


¢ovie of one, J am afraid 7, G's Covie. . 


be 


(33). 

of Fathers will hardly come.to one at 

Fuftin Martyr is the eldeft. genuine 
Father extane who undertook to_reprove 
the ‘Gentiles for their Zdolatry, and to de- | 
fend the Chriftian worfhip. In his Pa ~ 
venefis to the. Greeks he takes notice, 
how bardly the mifer Gentiles thought 
themfelves dealt with, when all the Po- Folin 
etscal Fables about their Gods. were obje- Martyr, 
éted againft them (juft as. fome of the 7" 
Church vA } 
the Legends of their Sazuts, which the . 
more. ingenuous confefs to be made by. 
men, sho . took a. priviledge of. feiga-.. 
img and faying ony thing , as well 
as the Heathen Poets) ; bat they appeal- 
ed for the primiples of their Religion to: 
Plato. and Ariftotle : both whom he. 


confefles, to havd afferted one Supreme sy. :: 


God , although they. differed .in their opi-. 
nions about the manner of the. formati-. 
on of things by him, Afterwards he_ 
faith, That the firft Anthosr of Roly-- 
theifm among them, viz. Orpheus, did. 


platnby affert one Supreme God, and the P14 


making of all things by him: for which 
he produces many ver/es of his : and to: 
the fame purpofe an excellent teftimony 
of Sophocles» wiz, that in trath there 


ee 8 


me do. when we. tell them of Parif 


Para § 
ry 


z 
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is but one God, whe made Heaven and Earth 
and Sea and winds: bat the folly azd 
madnefi of mankind brosght in the Ima- 
ges of Gods,and when they had offered facré- 
fires and kept folemaities to thefe, they 
thought themielves Religtows, We farther 


— fhews that Pythagoras’ delivered to his 
_ aifciples the unity of God, and his be- 


ing the casfe of all things ; and the foun- 
tain of all good: that Plato being warn- 


ed by Socrates his death dur ft not oppofe 


B35 
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-. the Gods commonly worfbipped, but ome 
may guefS by his writings, ib 


at his meaning 
aé tothe inferiour Deities was, that they 
who would have them might, and they 
who would not might let them alone: 
but that himfelf had aright opinion concern- 
any the true God. That, Homer by his golden 
chain did attribute to the Supreme God a 
Power over all the reff, and, that the 
neft of the Deities were near as far- di- 
ftant from the Supreme as. men were : 
and that the Supreme was be whom Ho- 
mer calls, @0ts dvs God bimfelf, which 


oo fignifies, faith Fuftin, Tey Ovqws overt Gedy the 


<" grusly exiflent Deity : and that in 


P27 


to hearken to the Revelation which the 


Achilles bis Shield he makes Vulcan re- 
prefent the Creation of the world, From 
thefe arguments he perfwades the Greeks 


trae 


(a7) 
true and Sapreme God had made of him- 
{elf to the world, and to worlbip him ac- 
cording to his own will, In his Apols- 


gtesto the Roman Emperours, Antoninus 


Pius and Marcus Aurelius, and the Ro- 


man Senate and People (for fo Baronius Baron. 


fhews, that which is now called the fr/, ° 
was trucly the fecond, and that not only 
written to the Senate, but to the Empe- 


A. 164. 


I4e 


your too, who at that time was. Adarcws syet. hie 


Aurelins,as Eufebius faith and Photius after |. 


him )he gives this account of thestate of the 
Eontroverfie then fo warmly managed 
about/dolatry:that itwas not whether there 
sere a upreme God or no-: ar whe- 
ther he ought to have divine worfbip gi- 
ven to him: but whether thofe whom the 
Gentiles called Gods were fo or no, and 
whether they or dead men did deferve 
any divine honour to be given to them + 
and laftly, that being fuppofed, whether 
this honour ought to be given to Images 
or. no ? For every one of thele Fu/tin 
fpeaks diftin@ly to, As to their Gods, 
he denies that they deferved any divine 
worlbip, becaufe the a 

delighted with it ; From whence, as well 
as from other arguments , he proves, 
that they could not be true Gods, but evil 
Demons: that thofe who were aldcage 


cy defired it and were » 4a; 
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did anly worfbip the true God the Father 


of all vertue and goodnefi 3 and hu Son 


_ sho hath infiructea both men and Angels, 
Cfor itis ridiculoys co think thac in 


this place Fufin fhould aftere the worfbip 


| . of Angels equal with the Father and Son, 


.- , andbefore the Holy Ghoft, as fome great 


#68. - in pi 
So” they had wo other crime to objeét avainft 


p. 66. 


p. $7e 


wn. 


‘men of the Church of Rome have done) 


and the Propbetick Spirit, im Spirit and 
truth.. Yn another place he faith, rat 


the Chriftians, but that they did not worfbip 
the fame Gods with thems nor offer up 
Libations and the fmoak of farthees te 
dead men 3 _ Nor crown and mor[bip Ime- 
ges; kbat they agreed with Alenander, 
who faid we oughe not toworfbip the work 
of mens bands: not becayle Devils ‘dwelt 
in them , but becaufe. mem were the ma- 
Aers of them. Aad he. wondered: they 
could call them Gods, which they knew 
to be without foul, and. dead, and tobeve 
no likenefS.toGod ; (it. was not then up- 
on the account of their being asimated 
by evil. Sperits, that the Chriftians re- 
jeted this worthip, for then thefe reafons 


would. not have held) Al the refem- 


blance they had, was to thofe evil. spirits 
that bad appeared among men; fox that 
was Fufins opinion of the beginning = 
_— | | ae Coy 


(39 Ss 
Fdolatry 5 that God had committed thepiyg 
Government of all things under the hea- 
vens to particular Angels, bat thefe An- 
Lels prevaricating by the love of women, 
aid upon them beget Daemons, that thefe 
Demons were the great corrupters of man- 
kind ; and partly by frightful appariti- 
ons, and byinfirutting men in Idolatrons 
yites did by degrees draw men to give 
them divine worlbip , the people not tma- 
Lining them to be evil Spirits, and fo 
were called by {uch mames as they liked 
beft themfelves, as Neptune, Pluto, cc. p- $$i - 
But the true God had no certain name 
given to him, for faith he, Father, and 
God, and Creator, and Lord, and Mafter, 
are not names , but titles arvifing from 
bis works, and good deeds > and God,p. agi 
is not 4 name , but a notion engraf- 
ted in humane nature of an unex- 
preffible Being. But, that God alene , 
ws\to be worfbipped y appears by this, | 
which is the great command given topeg 
Chriftians. . Thou foalt worlbip the Lord 
thy God and hims only foalt thon ferve, 
with all thy heart and with all thy frength, 
even the Lord God that made K 
Where we fee, the force of the argu. 
ment ufed by Fa/ffiz in behalf of the 
Chriftians, lay in Gods peremprory pro- 
EES ENON 


\. 
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__ _ hibition of giving divine worfhip to any 


thing but himfelf ; and that founded 


_ upon Gods right of dominion over us by 


vertue of creation. In his Book of the 
Divine Monarchy, he thews, that although 
the Heathens did make great afe of the 
Poets to juftifie their Polytheifm, yet they 


did yive. clear teftimony of one Supreme 
Deity, who was the Maker and Gover- 


nour of all things; for which end he 


“produces the fayings of eAZ/chylus, se 


. phocles, Orpheus, Pythagoras, Philemon y 


_ Menander, and Euripides all very con- 


fiderable to this purpofe. In his works 
there is extant the refolution of  feveral 
Queftions by a Greek hey gud and the 
Chriftians reply, in which nothing can 
be more evident , than chat it was 
agreed on both fides that there was one 
Supreme God infinitely ook, powerful and 
wife. Nay the Greek Philofopher looks 


upon the ignorance of God as a thing im- 


p- 16060 


ror 


pofible, becaufe all men naturally agree 
in the knowledge of God, 


But there are plain evidences in thac 
Book . that it is of Jater date chan Fufféas 
time:therefore inftead of infifting any more 
onthat, Ifhall give a farther proof, chac 


in his cme it could be no pare of the 


difpuce. 


- (31) 
difpute between the Chrifiians and Hea-. 
thens, whether there were onze Supreme - 
God, that ought to be worfhipped by: - 
men ; and that fhall be from that very © 
Emperonr to whom Ewufebius. faith, Fa- 
ffin Martyr did make his fecond Apo- 
logy, viz. Ad, Aurelius Antoxinus. cis 
particularly obferved of him, by the Romas 
 Hiftorians, that he had a great zeal for 
preferving the Old Roman Religion: and 
Ful. Capitolinus faith, that he was f° Fulscapie: 
skilful in all the practices of it, that be vit. Anon - 
needed not, as it was common, for ome 
to prompt him, becaufe he could fay the 
prayers by heart ,; and he was fo con- — 
fident of the protection of the Gods, 
that he bids Fasfive not punith thofe 
who had confpired againft him, for the 
Gods. wowld defend him: his zeal being 
pleafing to them ; and therefore Baronins nae 
doth not wonder that Fuffiz and other 4-154. 
Chriftians {uffered Aartyrdom under him.” ” Is: 
But in the Books which are left’ of his 
writing we may eafily difcover, that he’. 
firmly believed an eternal wifdom and 
Providence which managed the. world ; 
and, that the Gods, whote veneration he 
commends, were.looked on by him as the 
febfervient Minifters of the Divine wif- 
dom, Reverence the Gods y faith : 5 

| nt 


= 
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ae 1 moft excellent in the world , that which 


je. «times, the atind und Sonb of the World, 
.9 Which he-exprefly faith a but one,- And 
4 ~~ in one place she faith, that there but 
‘one World, and one God, and one fubftance, 
and one Law, snd one common ‘reafon of 
| tatelligent beings, and one Truth. 


-« $6. But the great objeGion againft fuch 
— Teftimonies of Antoninus and others lies 
in this, that thefe only (bew the particu- 
‘Lar opinions of fome few men of Philofe- 
phical minds, but they do not reach to 
the publick and eftablifbed Religion among 
them, which feemed to make no  sipgey 
between the Supreme God and other Dei- 
«> tess from whence it follows, that they 
«|| did nor give to him any fuch worfbip as 
“belonged to him. Which being the 
moft. confiderable objection a the 
_defign of chis prefenc difcourie, I thall 
here endeavour to remove it, before I pro- 
duce any farther teftimonies of theFatoers. 

_ ‘For which we muft confider, wherein 

‘the Romans did fuppofe the folemn and 
outward aéts of their Religion to con- 

fit, viz, in the worfbip appropriated to 


their 


C33) 

their Temples, ox iti occaftonal prayers 
and vows, or in fome parts of divination, 
whereby they fuppoted God did make 
known his mind to them : If I can there- 
fore prove, that the Romans did in an 
extraordinary manner make ufe of all thefe 
acts of Religious worfbip to the Supreme 
God,. it will then neceflarily follow, thac 
the’ controverfie. between the Fathers and 
them about Jdolatry, could not be about . 
the worfhip of one Supreme God, butabout 
giving Religious worlbip to any elfe be- | | 
fides him. — | 7 

The wor(bip performedin their Temples, 1, 
was the moft{olemn and frequent among 
them ; info muchthat Tad faith, there- 
én the people of Rome exceeded all’ Nati- De Ars- 
ons in the world , buvthe moft folemn “ Pe " 
part of that worfbip was that which was 
performed in the Capitol at Rome, andin 
the Temple of Fapiter Latialis in Alba3_ 
and both thefe, Ifhall prove were dedi- 


cated tothe Sapreme God: The firlt Capitol Eufh 


was built at Rome by Nama Pompilius, and Cina p: 
called by Yarro the old Capitol, which varro de 


ftood ata good diftance from the place Hne.Late 


where the foundations of the great Temple “* 
were laid by Targuiaius Prifcus, the one 
being about the Cirgue of Flera , the 
other aupon the Tarpetdn Adewntatin. 

‘ There 
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There is fo little left ofthe memory of che 
former, that for thedefign of it, we are 
to judge by the general intention of Ava- 
ma as tothe worfhip of the Deity: 
Plutarch. Of which Plutarch gives this account 5 
_ Numa. That he forbad the Romans making any 
Image fir either like to men or beaft ; 
becaufe the Firft Being 1 invifible, and 
incorruptible, and can only be apprehen- 
_ ded by our minds. Fromhence, {aith he, 
it was that the Romans , although they 
built Temples and holy places, yet for 
160. years had no graven or painted 
Image of God 3 accounting it a prophaxe 
thing to reprefent the more excellent by 
what was below it ; and becaufe we 
cannot come near to God any other way 
than by our underfianding, 1 do not de- 
ny, that Nama did allow the worfhip 
Of inferiour Desties, as of Fund, Miner- 
va, andof Deified men, as of Quirinus, 
pion. aS Diony fiws gy ala faith ; but 
| ple fince it is plain from hence that he ac- 
Rom. i.2, Knowledged a Firft, invifthle, incomspre- 
henfible Being, fince he deduced thé rea- 
fon of Divine wor/bip' from confiderati- 
ons proper to him, fince he appointed a 
Flamen Dialis as the chief of all the 
Tiv bi. velt, as Levy tells us, and erected a 
1? Cavitol to Fove, it is incredible that he 
| : fhould 


| | (35) - 

Should . defign it for any other than. 
the. Supreme Deity. What force was. — 
there: in Wamia’s reafon againtt Jmages, 
if the Firff, and invifible Being were ... 
not worfbipped by him ?. to what end. - 
were reafons framed againft a thing-ne- “~” 
ver intended ¢ and which wouldnothold | 
againft the worthip of Desfied men, unlefs' *. 
the worfhip of them were fuppofed to be: =~ - 
carried at laftto the Supreme God? But jug 2” 
not only Plutarch attefted this, bit Harz tide, 
faith that for 170. years the Romans le he CE 3% 
worfbipped their Gods without Images: 
ée. till the New Capitol were erected : 

which was vowed by Tarquinius Prifcus Diinyf. Ly 
in the Sabine War ; buc‘he. was only 

able to prepare the place and lay the. 
Foundations ; Servius Tullius carried it aera ; 
on , Tarquinius Superbus was.at vatt © bane 
charge upon it, defigning, faith Livy, 4 -Livlet - 
Temple of fuch acapacity as might become “53. - 
the King of Gods and mens which was Parr de 
the common phrafe whereby Exmnius. , Ling.lat. 
Plantes and Virgil did fet forth the pinecat. 
Supreme Deity. ‘This magnificent Tem- 42.3,c.4. 
. plewhich, according to Dionyfins, ftood . - 
upon 800.. foor of ground, was not - 
finifhed till after the expulfion of Tar- 


guin, and was then dedicated with great er.’ 
folemnity by Horativs Pulvillus bein 
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yiv.is. ‘both Conful and Pontifex, And from 
Senec.con- that time this was accounted the great feat 
| hapa er of God andReligion among them;it.was fedes 
Live $+ - he in Ling, _— Summi.arx,in Ovid ; 
E50. = terrefive domtcilium Fovis, in Cicero; Se- 
a -des Fovis Opt. << in Tacitus s which 
cic.is. .are all as plain Teftimonies that this 
yet “Temple was defigned for the Supreme 
Tcit. bit. God among them, as can be defired ; but 
(372. if any thing more can be added, it is 
| Pinay only what Pliny faith in his Panegyrtck, 
“<" that God was as prefent there as he was 
‘én the heavens. To this Temple the 
reateft. refort was made efpecially by 
| the Magiffrates on. all folemn occaftons : 
hither the Cowfuls came aad made their 
vows and offered facrifices before they 
went into their Provinces , on the very 
day they entred upon their Office, faith 
rivl.4. Livy, for it was one of che charges againft 
Hee 63, Flaminius, that he went away without 
ee" * doing it 3 hither thofe that triumphed 
“came and offered up their Leawre/s and 
Plin. bi!» laid them in the dap of Fupiter O. AZ, 5 
Sed. here the great Souldiers confecrated their 
Helv.c.10» Arms, and hung up the Spozls of their 
| Enemies, by which means it came toin- 
ae credible riches; Hete, the great Scépso 
"was oblerved to be very often conver- 
fant in the night é# cella Fovi s. and 
| _ Alex- 


(37) 
Alexander Severus never mifled attend. 
tug the fervice of the Capitol » if he 
svere inthe City, every feventh day, as 
| Lampridius faith in his Zéfe.; by which | 
we fee in what extraordinary efteem the | 
fervice of Fupiter O. 1. in the Capitol 
‘was among the greateft perfonsin Rome : | 
from whence, Lacfastins faith, it was zaétant. 
fummum caput Religionam:. fuarum publi, & 1.01% 
carum ; the very top of their Religions sar. or3.. 
and /fdore thinks it was called Capitolé- aint.rse _ 
wm, becaule ic was Romana-urbis ¢ Reli- “ ** 
Lionis cepot (ammum;fo that it was not on- 
ly the.worthip of che Supreme, but a higher 
_— of worfbip than was ufed at any 
other Temple in Rome. If any worship 
can be fuppofed more folemn than this, © 
ge was that of Fupiter Latialis upon the | 
Mountain of Alba, whither the Roman 
Coff, went upon the Feria Latina , and 
there met the Ambaffadoursfent on pur- 
pofe from the whole Society of the La- 
tins 5 where they all joyned together 
in a common. facrifice to the fame pioypaig. 
Jove, as Dionyfias, Strabo, and Livy <4, 33 
relate. : - . Liubete 
I can forefee but two Objections againit ¢. 63. _ 

this evidence: for the worfhip of the. Sw- 2," nae 
preme God among the Romavs. 1. That 41.¢.160. 
Jupiter was not worflbipped alone in the es 60350 
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- €apitol , but Juno and Minerva #00, 


2. That this Jupiter was mot the Supreme 


God, but Jupiter of Crete. To thele I 


anfwer. 1. I confefs that Fuxo and Ad- 
nerva had their Images in the Capitol ; 


‘but we are to confider that it was a rule 


in their Pontifical Law, that 2 Temple 


. could be confecrated only te one Goda; and 


Liv.l. 7 bi 


therefore a7. Marcellus could not dedicate 
the fame Temple to Honour and Vertue, 
becanfe the Pontifices, faith Lévy, told 
him, unum’ Templum, duobus numinibus 


non _rette dedicavi, But there might be 


Images Or-little cells, of other Gods be- 
fides ; as T. G. knows, in a Church dedi- 
cated to Godor the B. Virgin, there may 
be : Chappels to Saints , which do not 


hinder the main defign of the worfhip 


iv. LY. : 
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being to God : and fo it was in this 


(and many other things among the old 
‘Romans )3 aS Diana and the Maufes 
were in the Temple of Apollo ;.and the 


Graces Of Phidias in the Temple of Fupi- 
ter Olympius; but Livy particularly 
faith, as to this Temple of the Capitol, 
that they cleared the ground as much as 
they could of all worfbips befides, ut area 
effet tota Jovis, that i might wholly be- 


long to Fove. 


| The 
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The only queftion then is, whether 3, 
by this Jove they meant the Supreme God, 
or Jupiter of Crete ? For which we 
are to obferve,’ 1. That the Poetical 
Fables were rejetted at Rome. 2. That 
the charaiter given of Jupiter by the Ro- 
mans can belong only to the Supreme 
God, | 
That the Poetical Fables were rejeted 17 
at Rome. 1 donot mean only thatthey — 
were rejected by their Wifemen as Var- 
70, Seneca,and others, but by their moft an- 
cient Laws about Reljgion, Marlianus 
mentions a Table of the Laws of: Ro- 
mules preferved in the Capitol, among 
which this isone, DEORUM FABU- yurijan. 
LAs NE CREDUNTO. And Tpar.. 
that this was no invention of his own, ries 
appears by what Dionyfius Halicarnaffaus 
A ie i iccustec nse fubject : x 
he fhews , that although the cuftomes pie): ae 
and rites of Religion inftituted by Ro- sata. 
mulus were agrecable tothe beft among Roml.2 
the Greeks ; yet he utterly rejected all ®™ 
their Fables concerning their Gods( which = 
are indeed fo many blafphemies and re- 
proaches of them) as wicked, unprofita- 
ble and indecent, and not becoming good 
men, much lef thofe which were wor- 
Shipped for Gods : And that he difpofed 
D4 the 


(40 ) : 
the minds of men to [peak and think thiags 
worthy of that bleffed nature they fup- 
pofed them to have. And he particular- 
ly inftances in the Fables of Saturn and 
Fuptter, and the Adyfterzes of Ceres and 
Bacches, and the madnef[es and wicked- 
nefS of the Greeks in celebrating theer 
Religions nsfterses ; but, he faith, all things 
that concerned Religion were faid and 
dome among the Yomans,. with greater. 
gravity than among the Grecks or Bar- 


barians. By this he would not have any 


think him ignorant , that fome - of 
the Greck Fables micht be wfeful to 
fome perfons, either for natural or georat 
Philofophy or other purpofes , but upon 
the whole matrer he did much more ap- 
prove the Roman Theology, ‘becaufe the 
benefit of thofe Fables was very little ta 
any, and thofe very few ; but the com- 
mon people who are not verfed in Philofo- 
phy, are apt to take thefe things in the 
worft fexfe, either from thence to learn 


to contemn their Gods, or to follow their 


examples. 1 do not undertake to defend 
all the Roman Theology, nor can it be 
faid that the Romans did in all things 


| maintain that daverts or decency of wore 


fhip which Déonyfius magnifies them for, 
as appears by che many fsdeceacies which 
ae the 


(41) | 
the Fathers chargethe practice of their - 
Religion with; butas they werenot tobe 
excufed in other things, fo we ought not — 
to charge them with more than they 
were guilty of ; I mean when’ al] the 
Poetical Fables of Fupiter axe applyed to 
Fupiter O. M. that was worfhipped in 
the Capétol at Rome, But fome writers 
are to’ be excyfed, who having been 
bred up in the Schools of Rhetoricians, 
and practifing that art fo long before, 
when they came to be Chriffians, they | 
could not eafily forbear giving a caft of | 
their former employment... As when 
Arnobius had been proving the natural © 
notion of one Sapreme God in the minds 
of men , he brings in the Romans an- 
{wering, that ¢fthis were intended again Arnob.te 
them, it was ameer calumny, for they genio | 
lieved him and called him Jupiter O. M. 
and built a moft magnificent Temple 
to him in the Capitol ; which he endea- 
vours to difprove becaufe God is eternal, 
and their Jupiter was born and had a 
Father and Mother anduncles and Aunts, 
as other mortals have. Which indeed 
was an infallible argument, that Fapz- 
ter of Crete could not be the Sapreme 
God ; but for all that, might not the Ro- 
mans Call the Sapreme God by the a 

0 


em 


4B) 

Of Fupster O. 44 ? The Queftion is 
not, whether they did wifely to make 
ufe of a name fo corrupted and abnfed 
by abominable Fables; bue whether un: 
der this name they meant the Supreme 
Beizg or no¢ and they thoughtit a fuffici- 
ent diftin@ion of him from that infamous 
Fupiter of the Poets, that they called 
him Optimus Maximus: which Ladanti- 
us confefleth, .werethe titlesthe Romans 

Tait. 1.» aiwaies gave him in their prayers 5 Quid 
horum omnium Pater Fupiter, qui in [o- 
lénnt precatione Opt. Max. nominatur ? 

Which not only fhews the titles they gave 

‘ him, but the i weeetid they made to 
him, and thg believing him to be the 
Father of Gods and Men: and yet after 
this, Ladfantins rips up all the exsre- 

*vagancies of the Poets , as though the 
Romans at the fame time believed him 
to have done all thofe things, and to have 
been the Supreme Governour of the world, 

é31- ashe confefles they did. Reguare t2 calo Fo- 
vem vulgus exiftimatsd crdottts pariter 

| indottis per{ualum eft , quod cy Religto ipfa 

- & precationes, cy hymni ec delubra Ge 
fimulacra demonftrant ; Which words 

are a very plain ceftimony, that they not 

only believed him to be Goverxour of 


the world, but that they did intend to 
: ; give 


| (43) 

give folemn worlbip to him by prayers and 
hymns and facrifices. . But when he im- 
mediately adds, that they. confef the fame 
Jupiter to have been born of Saturn and 
Rhea; .he might have done well to have 
explained himtelf a little more, for not 
Jong after he acknowledges, that many 
aid reject the Poets in thefe matters, as 

utlty not only of lying but of facriledge ; 
a befides ie, es S hlafbors he Gaith, 
did make two Foves, the one natural, the 
other fabulous, z. e. in truth, they made 
bur one, rejecting the other as «figment 


of the Poets, But he faith, they were to 


hlame in calling him Fove 3 and what 
then? this is only a difpute about the name, 
whereas the queftion is, whom they un-- 
derftood by that names and fome think 
it was the moft proper name they could - 
have ufed, Fove being only a litcle vari- 
ed from the name the Supreme God was 
called by in the Scripture, And La- 
ctantius himfelf confefles, they had the 
knowledge of .the Supreme God among 
them , and what other name had they 
to call him by ¢ efpecially when they joyn- 
ed thofe two attributes of Power and Good- - 
neff, as fufficient to prevent any miftake 
‘ofhim, — , 


That 


C44) : 
2; That the character given of this Fe: 
' piter O. M. by the Romuns can belong 
only to the Supreme God, S. Angufrn 
— confelles, that they believed bim, whom 
they worfbipped in the Capitol, to be the 
Ang.de King of the Gods as well as mens, and 
rane L, —" this, they placed a Scepter tw 
“4OS Bis hand, and built bis Temple upon 2 
high bill 5 and that tt ilk of whom Virgil 
faith, Fours omnia plena; and the fame 
in Varro’s opinion that was worfbipped 
‘hy fome without any Image, by whom he 
means rye Fews, faith %. Anguflin. Luc. 
| Balbasin Cicero faith, by Fove they under- 
cicerede {tood Dominatorem rerum Cc omuia nute 
Nat.D:ore yeoentem,. cy prafentem ac prepotertem 
oe om ; “which = a full dcferiion of 
Gods infinite power and prefence and 
Government of the world. When we 
perinib, Call Fapiter Opt. Max.and Salutaris, atid 
Be Hopital and Stator, we mean, faith Tal- 
Male" 3° ly, that the fafety of men depends spon 
_ his protection, And that they gave him the 
propomo titles of Opt. fax. to expreff his Power 
Sia 57» and Goodneff , but firft Opt, then Max. 
aie becaufe it « a greater thing to do goody 
cas, than to exercife pomer, Tow may [afe- 
” dy, faith Seneca, call God by the titles of 
A hag Jupiter Opt. Max. avd Tonans and Sta- 
i 4.c.q. tor, wot from flopping the Roman he 
1, ‘ 


e 
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but because all things do fand by him. 
+ dnd you may give him what names you~ 
— —pleafe, while’ you thereby. expres his.di- 

vine power and efficacy, as Liber Parens — 
becaufe he. the Authour: of: all things, 
“Hercules. bécanfe of bis irvefiftible force, 
Mercury: for hiswifdom. If you: had-re- 
ceived a kindnefs from. Seneca, and you — 
Should fay you owed it to Annus, or-Lu- - 
— cius, you would not change the perfon but 
his name: for, what name foever you, call 
him by, he is the [ame perfow fttlls you 
may-ufe what nams you pleafe, while you 
mean the fame thing, . And let we 
fhould think this only a Philofopbical fab- 
rilty in Seneca, he tells. us elfewhere, sone, nie. 
that their Anceftors were not fuch Fools tw Qyefe 
to imagine that Jove, as they worfbipped be De bo Se 
him in the Capitol and elfewhere, did 
fend forth thunderbolts from his hand, 
Cas his Image was there placed fitting in 
a chair of State with fometimes a Scep- 
— ter, fometimes a Globe in one hand, and 
a Thunderbolt in the other) bat by Jove 
they meant the Jame that we do, the pre- 
ferver and Governour of the Univerfe, 
-the Soul and Spirit, and Lord ‘and Ma- 
ker of the world: which is as full a 
teftimony as. can be wifhed for, to our 
purpofe, “The title of Fairer Omuipo- 


tens 


7 (46) 0 
vig tens is fo frequetit in Virgil, that: it ig 


‘Georg.2e mneedlefs to cite any places for its and 
$25. 64, he was particularly obferved by the an- 


Py, te © : _S ae é 
2,689. 3 Cient Criticks, to be fo nice and exact in 


rien all matters that concerned their Reléggon, 
141770. aS if he had been Pontifex’. Adax. as 
Sc. Macrobius obferves : He is called: in the 

Known verfes of Valerius Soranus produced 


«Saturn. 


Lqtete by Varro 


Fupiter omnipotens Regum Rex ipfe, 
Deufque : | 

Progenitor,. genttrixque Denm, . Deus 
UNUS CP OMNI. 7 


‘4u.de And this man was accounted the moft 
ee learned among the Romans before Varro , 
cir. on which account his teftimony is the 

more confiderable. But befides the Po- 


ets, we find others attributing osnipo- 


Tacit bift. temcy to their Fove , Tacitus difputing 
“4° 84 what God Seraps was , fays, fome 


‘called him Fove, wt rerum omnium. 
potentem + whereby it appears that they 
looked on omnipotency as proper to him: 

So in the f{peech of young A/azlius in 

Livy to Geminius, when he asked him, 

Live, when the Roman Army woyld. come out, 
6 he faid, very fpeedily, and Fupiter would 
come with them, as witneff of thetr rte 

| nef, 


~ 
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ne fi, — gai plus prec polketgue : 
which fignifies no lefs than an Almighty 
power, When the miraculous victory 
was obtained by 44, Aztoninus over the 
Marcomanni by the prayers of the Chri- | 
flians (as Tertullian and Apollinaris {ay 
upon good grounds, although the Heathen 
bifforians atcribute it to the vertue of 
Antoninus, or to fome Magicians with - 
him ) the whole Army made this excla- 
mation, faith Tertullian, Deo Deorum cy 
gui folus Potens, whereby they did,faith .  _ 
he, in Fovis nomine Deo noftroteftimont- tTertul.adg, 
um reddere : by which it is evident they 5P4- ” 
intended this honour to their own Fove ; | 
for in the whole Army only the Zegio Ful- 
minatrix are f{uppofed to have been 
Chriftians, and befides this upon Az- 
toninus his Column at Rome, Baronius 
tells us there is-ftill to be feen the Effigies 
of Fupiter Pluvins , deftroying men and paron, 4p. 
horfes wich thunder and lightning. Déo 175. 2.24 
Chryfoftome who lived in Trajans time, 
faith shat by Jupiter whom the Poets call vie chy- 
the Father of Gods and men, was meant! soap 
the firft and greateft God, the Supreme? 4" 
Governour of the world, and King over 
all vational Beings ; and that the world 
ss Jupiters houfe, or rather his City, be- 
tng under his care and goverament ; 

- an 


” God, 
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and that in their prayers to him they cal- 
led him Father : which fhews not oaly 
their, efteem of him, but the particular 
worfbip they gave to him as Supreme 


Befides the worfbin of him in the 
Temple, they made folemn addreffes, and 
prayers , and vows to him on fpecial 
occafions.. Livy mentions Romulus. his 


prayer to Fove with his Arms lifted up 


_ to. Heaven, when his Army was. flying, 


Fupiter tuis juffus avibus, 8c. At tu 
Pater Dekm hominumque hinc Jaltem arce 
hoftes ; and then makes a .vowto him 
of building a Temple in that place. sta- 


. tort Fovi: and: prefently he {peaks to 


Dicnyf. 


| Halicde2s 


his Souldiers, as if he were fure his 


os was 


. 
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was to be inaugurated, the .dagur made 

this prayer in Livy, Fupiter Pater, fi eff Plutarch. 
fas henc Namam, &c. When fome **¢eF 
were applauding the felicity of F..camil-°'*" 4+ 
ys upon the taking of Weft, Plutarch 

faith, he made chis appeal to heaven, 

LE pipse xy Seok nenswee CAroxomes 4 wovngay Zoymve Plut. in 

O mighty Jove, and ye Gods that behold canill. 
the good and evil actions of ‘men; 8c. | 
When Manlius Torquatusfound Annius, vve0 
after his infolent f{peech againft the Ro- ¢% 
mans in the Senate, lying dead at the 

foot of the fteps of the Temple, of -Fupie 

ter Capitolinus ; he cryed out, Eff cwlefte 
Namen, Es Magne Fupiter 3 baudefru- 

firate Patrem Deum hominumque bac fede 
facravimus, There i a Godin heaven, — 
Thow art O mighty Jove. It %. 10% ine 
vain that we have confecrated thisKem- 

ple to thee the Father of Gods apr. Aden, 
Plautus affords us many inftadoes of 
prayers to the Supreme God , 10 Hanno 

the Carthaginian in. his Penulds, atag- | 
ne Fupiter reftitue certas mihi ox in- Plast. Pa 
certs opes: and the Punick Nurfe cryes ™. 445° 
oucat the fight of him, Prob supreme nade 
bi ! and more fully Hao in the 
following Scene, eed foo ge | 


E, Ft 
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Fupiter qh gewus colis alifque bominum, 
per quem vivimus, 
Vitaleevum : quem penes {pes, vitae 
que {unt hominumomnium: 
Da diem hunc fo[pitem quefo rebus mess 


aguadis. : 


capt.Aét. And in his Capteivi, 
Ge a. ; : . 
 ~ . Fapiter Supreme fervas me. 


‘andagain, ° 


AG.sfe.2. Serva Fapiter Supreme co me ce meum 
, " . gnatum mihi. a 


It-was acuftome among the Romans, as 
- TFarnebus. obferves, to lift up their eyes 


Turnth.Ad-tq heaven; and by way of amplification to 
werfle 1d. bape ene p 
c.17, cry the Fupiter. So Plautus in Amphi- 


Amphit. tryo, Quod ille faciat Fupiter, and in 


“mofiet. ag tis Moftellaria, Ita ike faxit Fupiter tim 
afer. his .Carculio, nec me ile firtt Fuptter. 
curt Virgil likewife hath many prayers to the 


¢. I ° 
‘Supreme God with the acknowledgement 


ofhis Almighty Power ; as in the prayer 
of Anchifes, | 


a - Tupe- 


‘lin. et : 


(st) 


Fupiter omnipisens, precibns fi fletteris v Vineils. 


ullis, fille 2s 

Afpice nos, hoc tantim : Of pietate 689. 
meremur, — 

Da deinde anxilinm Pater, atque bac 
omine firma, 


And in the prayer of Aine ai, 


Fupiter omnipotens, fi nondum e eseo fi sds $ 
687. 


unas 
Tro ~ » fi quid pictas antinua la 


ores . 
Refpicit humanos, da flammans evadere 
claffe 


Nance Pater; &§ tennes Tentrim tes 
— eripe letho. 
So in the prayer of Afeaniasy 


Confitit ante Fovem, fupplese pe vite CAN. De 


 precatus s 625— 
Fupiter omnipotens andacibas anne 
Capty. a 
In the prayer of Venus, | | wu 
O Pater, 6 hominum Divz “— atere 
na Poteftas, 


(Namque dlind quid fit quod j jam imeplo- 
rare queamus 7) _ 
BS Whitt 


\ 


kos. 


F569, 
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_ Which is after explained in thefe words: 


_. Tam Pater omnipotens rerum cut fum- 


ma Poteftas 
Infit. | 


And in the prayer of Targus, . 
Omnipotens genitor tantdn’ me critmine 
dignum | 
Daxifti ? 


But befides Virgil (who was fo Cri- 
tical in the rites of Religion that he 


— would never have brought in fuch pray- 


Sili, Ital, 
d. ge 


ers as thefe, if theyhad not been agree- 
able to the Roman cuftoms ) we have che 
like inftancesin others , as in Silins Zta- 
licus, | 
. — Nofto te fumme Decorum , 
Adjis 6 firme[que tue Pater alitis 
‘Omen. | 


And in Perfiss, 


Pal. Satyr. Magne. Pater Divim, [vos punire Ty- 


3° 


_  aBN0S ~ | 
Hand alia ratione velu—— 
| Bur 


~_« 


But this was not only the -cultom of 


their Poets, whom T.G. may imagine 
to have been as extravagant in their 
prayers asin their Fables (although the 
- Theatre and Poets have feldom erred on 


the right fide in Religion ), yetic willap- 


pear to have been the practice of their. 


Oratours upon folemn occafions to make 


aparticular addreff to Fupiter O. M4. efpe- 
cially in the beginning; as not only ap- 


pears by Pliny’s Panegyrick, bucby the — 

Teflimony of Valerius Maximus, Nam fey, 
prifcé oratores a Fove Opt, Max. bene max, 
orfi fant ; and Cicero quates it as the?*4f 


old formula of beginning their Orations, 


ey a0) 


Fovem ego Opt, Max. which himfelf pra- cizpiute 


Giles in his Oration pro Rabirio, but in Qcacih 
other places referves it for an extraordi- 


nary occafion, Quo circa te Capitoline 


Fupiter , quem propter beneficia P. R, Ah domo 


Optimum , propter vim Maximum no- 
minavit ; and at the conclufion of his 


Orations againft Verres, Nunc Te ia 0 Pro Milon 
Optime Maxime, &c, but moft emphati- 31- 


cally pro Milone, Tugque ex tuo edsto 
monte Latiavi Sanche Fupiter, &c, (where 
the Ferie’ Latine were kept.) And a 
little before, where he {peaks of thofe 
that feemed to queftion a divine Power, 
he breaks out into thofe admirable words. 

| E3 Eft, 


~ 
1 
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Bf, ef profetto illa vis, &c. And to 


—confute Servius his obfervation, that they 


only invecated Jove in their exordiums, 
becaufe they attributed the beginnings of 
things to him, we fee they made their 
folemn addrefles to fove likewife ‘in 
the conclufion; Well: Paterculus con- 
cludes his Book , fupiter Capitolixe cy 


autor cr ftator Romani nominw , and 


- Pliny both inthe beginning andend, Te 


Tacit bift. 
lA. Ce 58. 


pracipue Capitoline Fupiter precor, ashe 
{peaks at the conclufion of his Panegy- 
rick.. But this was not only practifed 
by Orators, but by their Commanders 
in the Field, as appears by that prayer 
Of Yocula in Tacitus when he was in a 
great ftreight. Te Fupiter Opt. Max. 
quem per octingentos vigintt annos, tot 
triumphis coluimus, &c. This we fee 
thac folemn addrefles were made to the 
Supreme God, by all forts of perfons 
upon great ocafions: but this was not 
the only way Whereby they tcftified 


there devotion to him. For they ere- 


é&ted Altars to him, as in that z#/fcri- 


ption which Aanutius tranfcribed from 


a. 


olga 
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HANC. TIBI. ARAM. JULP- whip. 
PITER. OPT. MAX. DI-@1 2% — 
Co. DEDICOQUE. UTL | 
SIS. VOLENS. PROPITL | 
uS. MIHL COLLEGIS- 
QUE MEIS. &. ae 


As King Antiochus in Cicero dedicated cicer. 35 
his rich Candleftick made with admira- 7" 
ble workmanthip of Gold ‘and Jewels" 4°? 
in thefe words, Dare, donare, dicare, | 
confecrare Fovi Opt. Max, teflemquetp- 
fom Fovem fue Voluntatis. ac Religionis 
adhibere. Inthe old Roman inftripti- 
ons we find feveral vows madeto Fupster 
O. M. for the fafety of the Ezmperours, 


as inthefe:.. . 


SY 4  Inferip Ante 
I. 0. M3 , ARs Boda Se 


PRO. SALUTE. IMP. Ge. 


~ Sometimes they made wows for the ve. _ 
_purn of the Emperonrs, as in thofe of che 
Coy.cl. Nero, and Quintilins Varus for, 
Auguftuss 2 
Be roe ae i. 4 


ER LU: 
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-. EUDOS, VOTIVOS. PRO. 
_ IREDITU. IMP. CAESA- 
IRYS. DIVL AUGUSTIL 
-  ‘PONTIFICIS. MAXIML 
— . JOVI. OPTIMO. MAXI- 
1-52 MO. FEGIT. (_e2.. | 


3°43 They made thefe infcriptions to Fupiter 
0. M4, in behalf of their Emsperours , 
becaufé they believed them to be under 
_ his particular care, ¢463 cara Mayni 
la 0” Cafaris jfatis data, faith Horace. Thence 
in che infcriptions, | : 
-JUPPITER. 
CUuSTOS. 
20. xt 7 + 
| DOMUS. AUG, 
An, 
06 © NUMINI. DEORUM. AUG, 
— . JOVI OPT. MAX. AEDEM. 
VOTO. SUSCEPTO, Q. LE- 
PIDUS, ~~ 


Is 


«(572 


Ie were endlels to repeat the Juferi- 
ptions that were made to him alone ; or 
to him under his feveral actribuces thac 


were ‘peculiar to him, as 
“DE QO QUI. E ST. MAXI- 43. 
MUS, | 4 

patos 

METIZTOT. a 


Or his other titles, as 


|  CONSTERATOR; CUST OS. 106411; 
STATOR. 2 QTHP. | 


Or to him, where he is - diftingni: 
fhed from che reft of the Gods: as in 
this, 

Il. 0. M. 


ET. CONSESSUL DEQrayy 
RUM. DEARUMQUE. PRO, © 
“SALUTE, IMPERIL RO. 


MANIL. | 
«But 


- bagel. 8. 
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But thefe are fufficient to my purpofe, 
which wasto fhew, that the Romans did 
exprefs their devotion to the Supreme God, 
in all cheir folemn és of Religion. 

3. Of which ‘there is bac one part re- 
maining, vz. in the way of enquiring 
inte the ‘mind of God, which they {ap- 
pofed was to be done by Divination, 

_ And that they looked on this as a part 

of Religion , is Seen by. Tullies dividi 

De Net pe- their Religion in Sacra, cy in Alpes 
orl30.2. in Monita, Thence thérée were three chief 
Colledges of Priefts ; the Pontifices, who 

looked after the rites of facrificing , the 
Augares and Arufpices, who were the 

ct Judges.in. Divination.. Bat the Colledge 
of Augures asiappiaes-by. many paffages 


ase 


petgt.c.in Tully, had a. very great efteem and 


e-12 = authority im the Commion-wealth, fo that 
De Arn/p. . hi +f | -d e h 

Refe.g. Oothing of moment .was- done without 
Plisep, them: and the younger Pliny calls it 
_facerdotium prifcum, religtolum, facrum 
cy infigne: but. the grear reafon of this 
feems to be, that they were facred to 


Philjp.1y. Jove ; thetice they are’ faid: by. Tay, 


Ss . . £0 be gaferpretes , internuntiique Fovis 
de Div. 1.1. : ! ° , a8 —_ 
e.34. Opt. Max, and. Fovis. confiltarit cy Admi- 
2.c.3:. *ifiri ; and the birds were faid to be-aves 
internuntie Fovis ; andthey who refuled 

37 tohearkento them, sole moncri 2 Fove. 
2 | : — §$o 


59) | 
Sothat this fort of Prieffhood was peculiar 
among them , to him whom they belie- 
ved to be the Supreme God. And from 
hence we may underftand the paffage in 
Arrian , where he blames the perfons 
that came to the Augury with fo much | 
follicitude of mind ,° which he calls rian... 
emi + dbp Epye&e y coming to God to know ** 7s 
bis “a as to particular events ; 
which they did, faith he, obferving the 
Augury trembling, and crying Ket tatnov, 
Lord have mercy upon me + which is fo 
plain a form of fupplication to the Sw- 
preme God, that Cardinal Bonabrings this Card.bone. 
as a particular inftance of the addreffes sala es 
they made to Him: andas the common«4. 
| Litany of mankind. Thus much [have 
thought neceffary here, to clear notonly 
the acknowledgement but the worfhip of . 
the Supreme God among the Romans. I 
now proceed co other teftimones of thé” 
Fathers in their difputes againft the Hea? 
then Idolaters, = 


~ 


Athenagoras made an addreff to the 9$.7. 
fame Emperour M, Aurelius Antoninus 
in the behalf of the Chriftians, wherein Athenag. 
he doth at large affert the concurrence cpg?” ° 
of the Heathens with the *chriftians in p. 6.¢d. 
the belief of one Supreme God; and proves Juftin. 

| | 1c 
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ic from the Tefimonies of Euripides, So 
phocles, Philolaus , and other Pythagore- 
ans ; and from Plato and Ariftotle, and 
the Stocks ; concerning whom he adds, 
that although they feemed to make many 
Gods., by the feveral mames they gave 
accarding to the difference of matter 
which the divine Spirit did. pafs through, 


——-get in truth. they did affert but one God: 


nay he faith farther, that the generali- 
ty of mankind, were agreed in this whether 
they would or. no, RD ew stor, thas 
there was but one God. Butthentothe 
queftion why the Chriftians did refule to 


oo worthip Images ? He gives this confide- 


p. igo 


rable anlwer ; Jf God and matter were 
but feveral names for the fame thing, 
we mizht be charged with impiety, if we 
did not beheve ftone, and wood, and filver 
and Gold to be Gods 5 and vonfequently 
give divine worfhip to them, but if thefe 
are infinitely diftant from each other 5 
as far as the clay is from the Potter which 
forms and fafbions it, why are we charg- 
ca. with impiety for not. giving the fame 
honour to the Clay that we do to the infinite- 
ly wife Framer of thefe things? Andif the 


 artificer ‘fhews his skill in the veffels be 


makes, the honour is given to him and not to 
theveffels: fo it ts bere, the honour and 
- | glory 
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glory is not to be given to the matter; 
but to the. wife contriver, who is God 
bimfelf : therefore’ if we lok upon any 
of the feveral parts of matter as Gods, 
we foall thereby difcover how little fenfe 
we have of the true God, by making 
things corruptible equal to him that ts 
eternal, But wherein could chey make 
them equal ¢ not belitving tltem to be 
~ equal in Power and Wifdom, for he 
fuppofed before , thac one Supreme 
God was allowed on both fides ; it could 
be therefore no otherwife than by giving 
divine honour to the creature as well as 
to the Creator : and that not for their 
own fakes, for he ftill fappofech them 
to bethought she works of God ; but al- 
though it were defigned to give honour 
to the Supreme. arcbited by falling down 
before any- parts of matter , he thought 
ic as fenfelefs and unreafonablea thing, 
as for a man to honour an artificer by 
falling down before his work, It was 
mot then we fee the fuppofing evil Sp:- 
vits to dwell in Images, which made the | 
Chriftians {o peremptorily deny divine 
worlbip to them ; buc becaufe in fo do- 
ing they fhould make the creature equal 
to the Creator. Se » faith he, 


the beauty, and greatnef, and capacity, 
) | and 


(6) 
and figure. and order of the world, de- 


ferve our admiration , yet we ought not 


"go worlbip the world but only the Maker 


admire 


of it, As when any of your Subjects 
make their addreffes to you, wonld it be 
well taken for them to paff you by, and 
turn themfelves to your Palaces? but men 


are not fo foolifo as to do (o, but they 
the i and excellency of them 


in paffing by, and pay their whole re(pett 


and fervice to your elves, If we look wpon 
the Worldas 4 Mufical inftrument, well ta- 
ned andharmonioufly firuck, we ought not 
therefore to wor foap the inftrument, but 
him that makes the Mufick : and thofe 
who are the Fudges at the Mufick exer- 


 cifes, do not crown the Vial, but him that 


ss Of the 


Laws of 


- the 
Charch, 
¢ be 2 Se 


plaid upon it, Xf it be faid, that all chis 
proceeds upon the fuppofition, that the 
Supreme God is paffed by and bath 
no peculiar honour given to him. Tan- 
{wer, 1.. The contrary appears, by what 


JT have already faid ; for they did give 


particular honour cto the Sapreme Dei- 
ty as fuch. 2. It is unreafonable tofuppofe 
that thofe who believe one Supreme God to 
be the Maker of all things, fhould in their 
inward intention wholly pafs him by in the 
worfhip they give to his creatures, Mr. 
Thorndike indeed faith, {upofing im 4 mean an 


unC0T- 
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corrupted opinion of the incomparable di- 

ftance that indeed is found between God - 
and the moft excellent of bis crtatures, it 

és impoffsble for bim to attribute the honour — 

duc to God alone to that. which be concei- 

weth to be a meer creature >. Which | 
would be crue, if all che honour due 

to God, did lie only in the igward effeem 

of hee: minds ; _ as Card, Tolet well role. sun. 

—obferves, although Idolatry do fuppofe an Cauum 

| ervour in the ma yet thet is lies "#t49% 
in judging that to deferve divine honour ' 

which doth not : which may be ‘confi- 

— ftene with the belief of the Supreme ex- 

— eellency of God. And Ido not deny that | 

 thofe who acknowledge one’ Supreme 

_ God, may have their minds fo corrupted 

as to judge ic fic to give that divine 

wor(bip to a Creature which is only due ~ 

co the Creator ; but I fay, it is onreas 

 fonable to fuppofe that as long as they 

acknowledge them to be creatures, they 

 fhould not give ac leaft that relative La- 

- tria to them , which T. G. faith, ¢s car- 

| vted to the Creator at laft. But of thefe 

things afterwards... 3. The  reafong 

- which Athenagoras gives do equally 

hold, fuppofing the true God not to be 
wholly paffed by : for the creatures are 

 ftill at as greata diftance from the Crea. | 

' tors which is the main reafon he gives 

eae a aol 
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apainft the the worfhip of them. 4. It 


_ is poffible to fuppofe, that thofe who be- 


lieve a Supreme excellent Being may yet 
give him no eternal adoration at all; 
not out of any difrefpe& to him, but out 


of the great efteem they have of his ex- 


cellency ; looking upon him, as far abore 
all our fervice and adoration, And 
chat this isnot a bare fuppoficion of a thing 
only poffible , appears by that teftimo. 
ny of Porphyrius produced by S, Cyril 
againit Fulsans Let ws facrifice, but as 
becomes us, tothe God over all, i.e. as4 
Wife man faid, by offering up no fenfible 
thing to ies, For every material thing 
is impure. when compared with an im. 
material : Therefore the beft facrifice 
to God is to offer up onr Lives to him, 
Cfor even our words and thoughts are be- 


low him ) which isthe moft proper Hymn 


to him, and the moft beneficial. to om 


cyite.gufetves. And the fame S. cyrét obferves 


lian. l. 6. 


pr 193- 


out of Dionyfins Halicarnaflens, that 43 
Numa would allow no Image of God is 


the Temples, becaule anfuitable to bis ne- 
tures fo he would not have any mate- 


U. o.p.3rr. 


_ bs need of nothing without hins , but the 


rial facrifices tobe offered up to bim im 
the fame reafon :° and fome of the Pie- 
tonifis are quoted by him, faying, shat 
the Supreme God being incorporeal, ftands 


other 


) (65) ar 
other Gods; efpecially thofe that are vifible; 
ought to be pleafed with inanimate {a- 
crifces, Therefore we ought not to 
conclude, that the Heathens did not be- 
" Jieve one Sapreme God, if-we do not 
find any peculiar and external facrifices — 
that ‘were offered to him; for we fee 
they might forbear them out of the opi- 
nion they had of his fupereminent excellen- ; 
cy. Aquinas fappofeth this to have been 49##-2.21 
one of the principles of the Heathens , 274°" 
that only vifible facrifices belonged to 
other Gods , andinternal acts of the mind 
as being better, to the Supreme God ; 
And the Supreme and Invifible God’s be- 
ing fo far above any need ofour fervice, _ 
was the reafon given by the Atendarins - 
in China, and the Taca’s of Pers , why 
they thewed fo little outward Reverence 
towards ‘him whom they believed to be 
the Sspreme God. Were thele perfons 
Idolaters for the worfhip they did not 
give co the Creator ,or tor the wor/bip 
they did give to his Creatures? and it 
is plain by Athenagoras the latter was 
the matter of their difpute: for they did 
not quarrel with the Chriftians about the 
worfbip of the ‘Supreme Gods but for 
not worfhipping thofe chings they look- 
ed on as his Creatures, andiftheirfaule 

- *« * & only, 


. 


_*® 


(66) | 
only had been, thae they wholly paffed. 
by the Creator, this would have been 
no reafon againft the Cbriftians, who 
might have worlhipped the Creator and 
the creatures together, and confequently 
have freed themfelves from the force of 


the Zaws, which required no more but 


giving diuive worfbip to the — Deities 
publickly worfhipped, without any decla- 
‘ration of their minds concerning them. 
For they might underftand them as they 
pleafed , as we fce the wife men among 
- them did, without any cenfure or re- 
_ proach from others, If it were lawful 
then for Chriftians to give a relative La- 
tria to any creatures with an intention 
to honour God thereby, I cannot fee how 
the Chrifians were excufable in theic 
fufferings 5 for all. chat was required . 
from them was only, to obey their Laws 
and offer incenfe to their Gods, No-. 
thing being expreffed by the Laws asco 
the difowning the trme Ged, nor as to 
declaring in what fenfe they did intend to 
- Worfhip them ; the Emperour-declared, he 
was for the Zaws being obferved, and him- 


-. felf in his own writings had exoreffed his 


mind as to o#e God ; what was it then made 
the Chriftians refule obeying the Laws, 
whea {9 many Philofophers had faid, 

| 7 that 


SSO a Se : : 
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that thefe Gods were “ie parts of the 
Univerfe, and deferyed divine worthip  - 
becaufe of Gods prefence in them? If — 
they had not thought it Idolatry to give 
divine worfhip to any creature, it is ve- 
ry hard to make out their title to Mar- 
tyrndom. For if we look over the Adts 
of the Martyrs, we fhali find it came 
to this pinch with them ; wil you — 
obey the Laws in offering incenfé, or 
will you mot ? When Fuflin Martyr 
was fummoned before Ra/fficus the Pre- 
fect of the City, after fome previous di- 
{courfes, Let us come, faith he, to the bu- | 
fine? in hand +; Come you Chriftians hi- Baron. K: 
ther and facrifice with one confent to the *°3"5- 
Gods ; Fuftin anfwers, No true Chriftian 
will forfake his Religion, and return to 
errors and impiety : and the reft agree- 
ing with him ; the. Judge pronounced 
their fentence, that becaufe they would not 
facrifice to the Gods and obey the Empe- 
rours Ediit, they fbould be fcourged, and 
have the punifbment of death inflitted up- 
on them :. which was accordingly exe- 
cuted. When Dionyfins Bifbop of Alex- 
andrja was fammoned before efimilia- eyios.7. 
aus, he gives this account himfelf of the 11. 
palages between them , that he told 
ebmilianus plainly, that he would wor- 

Fa foip 
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me [bip none but the true God, and that he 


would never depart from this refolution , 
the Governour difmiffles him for that 
time; the next time he lets him know 
the Emperour had fo great a. re- 
gard to their fafety, thet of they would 
but act according to reafon, and worlbip 
_ the Gods that preferved the Empire , 
they might be fafe. Dionyfius ‘antwers, 
we, faith he, worfbip the one true God 
the Maker of all things, who hath beftow- 
ed the Empiré on Valerianus and .Galli- 
enus ; aad to him we pray continually 


for the fafety of the Empire, But, faith 


| Emilianus again, who forbids you, to 


—worlbip that God you fpeak of, and the 
other Gods too ? Dionyfius then gave 
that as his final anfwer, we wor{bip none 
elfe befides him. 1 might bring multi- 
tudes of inftances to thé fame purpofe, 
but I inftance in thefe two, becaufe chey 
were men of eminency for their learning as 
well as piety. Now I appeal to the con- 
fcience of 7. G. whether upon the prin- 
ciples of worfhip which he -delivers, 
thefe men could have fuffered for con- 
~ fcience fake any othérwife than as weak 
~ Brethren that wanted good information. 
For they might. have referved the sove- 

reign worfbip due only to. God, on the 
os | = account 
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account of his Supreme excellency,and have 


given only a Relative Latria to thole. 
whom they calledGods,but in truth were on- 


ly Gods creatures and Subjects, and what 
harm was there in all this? O, dt, faith — 


T.G. they were called Gods, but in truth 
were Devils whom they were to worfbip 
howdoth that appear to have been the 
caufeywhen they fay no fuch thing, and give 
no fuch reafon of their refufals .befides they 


might make them Gods by giving them 


Se eee) et 


abjolute Letria, for that is due only to 
God himfelf ; but no more-was_ required 
of them, than to facrifice to them, and 
they never debarred them of the freedom 


of dire@ting their intention to the Sa 
preme God, and T. G. knows, affs go 


whither they are intended, and thole 
whom they called Gods, they might un- 


derftand them only by way of participa- 


tion, Or as fome Analogical reprefentats- 
ons of the true God. O but facrifice was 


required of them, and that is the wor- 


foip peculiar. to God : but how comes f2-, — 


crifice alone to belong to God ? and 
what facrifice? burning of Incenfe: and 
that J. G. knows, « allowed to be done 
to creatures with a refpect to God, by 


the Redes of their Church, So that for . 


all that I can fee, if relative Latriamay 
- “3 F3 be 
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‘be allowed to creatures, the Primitive 
-Chriftians were not fo wife, as they might 


have been ; and the Modern dodtines of 
worthip in the Romans Church, would 
have faved the lives of thoulands of the 


Primitive Martyrs, and, not only of the 
common fort buc of the beft, and wiféft 


of them ,; Who facrificed their lives on 


this principle, that, Dévine worfbip 
Cand not meerly Sovereign worfbip ) ts 
to bs given to none, but to the Sapreme 


God, But if chat pafs for good Divini- 
ty, that they who believe one Supreme 


God, cannot poffibly give the honour dae 
to him to any creature : 1 donot fee si 


tle Chriftians needed to have been fo 
afraid of giving divine worfbip to any 


| thing befides God, for upon this princi- 


ple they were afraid of impoffibilities : 
For as long as they preferved in cheir 
minds a juft efteem of the incomparable 
excellency of God -above his creatures, 
they were uncapable of any real sdolatry. 
But I think it’ is hard‘ to pitch upon a 
principle more srepugnane to the fenfe of 


the Primitive Church than this is; as I 


hope to make ic clear before Ihavedone 
withthis argument. Oo 

Athenagoras proceeds to difpute a- 
gainft the worthipping any of the _ 


C71) | 

of the Univerfe, how beautiful or ufefal.. 
foever they be ; for why fhould we feek p15, 
that from matter which it felf bath — 
not, and can do nothing but in obedience 
toa higher Canfe ? And let the things be 
never (0 beautiful, yet they retain the 
nature of matter ftill ; for Plato confef- 
fes that the heavens and the Frame of 
the world are corporeal, and therefore 
| fabject to mutability, But, faith he, fz 
refufe to worfbip the Heavens and Ele- 
ments as Gods whofe workmanfbip I fo 
muuch admire, becaufe I know them to be 
corraptible ; how can I be perfwaded to 
do it to thofe things, which I ‘know to 
be made by men ? and thence foews not 
only the novelty of the Poetical Gods, 
but of the art of framing Imayes ; whith P11 
was folate, he faith, that, they were able 
yet to name the firft makers of them, Bur, 
Becanfe it was pleaded by fome among 
them, that all the worfbip they gave to 
their Images was only a relative worjbip, 
and that they looked on them only as re- 
prefentations of their Deities; therefore 
he begs leave of the Emsperours, to {earch 
into the Watwre of their Poetick Theology, 
which he derives from Orphews, as the reft 
do ; and overthrows the worfhipof the 
Poetical Gods upon tlvis principle, becau/e 

FR they 


ee 


2 a 


‘they were not eternal, and were confef- 


wal and unoegotten, and all other things 


pales through the various changes of mut- 
- ger 3 then thefe feveral kinds of matter 


£92) 


fed to be at firft made out of matter’, 
and why foould we worlbip them which 
are material, and generated, and lyabe 
to all forts of paffions, according tothe 
Poets defcription of them ? But, st may 
be, this was nothing bat Poetical figments, 
and they ought all to be underftood of 
the natures of things, as Empedocles ex- 
plains them, why then, faith he, fbould 
we attribute the fame honour to matter 
which is fubjekt to corruption and meutati- 
on, as to the eternal, unbegotten, andim- 
mutable God ? Jupiter according to the 
Stoicks was the wmsoft active and fiery 
principle of matter, Juno the air y N¢- 
prune the water; but they all agreed 
that by their Deities were under ftood | 
the feveral parts of the Univerfe, a- | 
though with different manners of expli- 
cation. Now, faith he, againft the St- 
icks I thus argue, (and here Athenagoras 
knew, that the Emperour 21, Aurelius 
would think himfelf particularly concern- 
ed) Jf you own one Supreme God, eter- 


to be made up of matter, and the Spirit 
of God to receive different names as it 


wih 
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| will make ap one body, whereof God ws the 
foul, and confequently upon the general 
| conflagration, ( which the Stoicks acknow- 
ledged) all the feveral names of matter 
will be loft by the corruptions of the kinds, 
and nothing will be then left but the Di- 


| vine Spirit , why fbould we therefore look 
on thofe as gods, that are lyable to [uch 


— zs ee 


, nature too, fromthe fame principle, viz, 
that because thefe things were made and 


a change? And fo he proceeds to argue . 
againft the other Aypothefes, as the 
Deities were reduced to the principles of 

P- 24 
. corruptible, they were aot capable of re- 


‘ceiving divine honour from ws. . By all 
1 which we fee, that the fundamental prin- 


; ciple which Athemagoras went upon in 


this elaborate difcourfe of histo one of 


the Wilelt Experours Rome ever had, 


was this, that -zothing but the eternal 
| God ought to receive Divine worlbip from 
_ mens whether they called it Soveraign 
Or Relative, or what name foever they 
-gaveits nay, althoughthey did-acknow- 


ledge one sh God, yet if they gave 


divine worfbip to his Creatures ; as the 


‘ 


, than comply with them in it, And here 


Stoicks did, the Chriftians thought it fo 
unlawful, that they would rather die 


dp- 


Egyptians and others, whereby all their _ | 


- 2. 8. 
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T appeal again to T. G’s confcience ( for 
fince he hath thewed me the way, I hope 
Imay follow him in ic) whether he 
‘think fo wife and Pertwows an Emperour 


as Antonigus was, would not have pre. 
-ferved the Chréiftians from fuffering per- 


fecution, (as they did very fmartly in his 


days ) if they would have declared them- 
felves to have underftood the principles 


of the Roman Religion , after the Empe- 
roars OWN Way y Viz, by believing om 
Supreme Gods ana riibiavies the feve- 
val parts of the Univerfe under the names 
of thofe Deities, that were commonly re- 


ceived: and they might have directed this 


worthip ‘as they. had thought fic, and 
hawe difowned all the ridiculous and pro- 
phane ftories of their Poetical Gods , as 
the Steicks did; and whac principle then 


‘could hinder rhe Chriftians from cdm- 


plying, withthe Laws bur this, hac they 
accounted it Jdolatry to give divine wor- 


‘fbip to any created Being ¢ 


From Athenagoras I proceed to Ck. 
mens. Alexandrinus, who underftood the 
principles of the Heathen Theology as well 


‘as anys amd expofes all their Poesica! 


| Fables and Greek Adyfeeries with as much 


adyantage as any- Chriftian. Writer , in 
— re 


te DD 
his Admonition to the Greeks. After he oj 
hath fufficiently derided the Poetical Theo- 
logy and the Vulgar Idolatry, he comes 
to the Philofopbers who did he faich 
cduaomeniv ® dang, make an Idol of ‘mar. Protrept. p- 
ter, ( the’ seapes whereof were not fure- 42:7" 
ly the reprefencation of a thing not ex- 
iftent, as a-Centawr, or Sphinx, and yet 
called'an Jdot}) and after reckoning up 
Thales, Anaximents, Parmenides , Hip- 
pafus, Heraclitus and Empedotles, he calls 
them all Arhei/ts, becanfe with a foolifb 
kinil f Wifdoms they did worlbip Matter s 
and {corning to worfhip Wood ahd Stones 
did Deifie che Afosher of them. And fo 
runs out, after his way , into a dif- 
courfe about the feveral Nations chac 
defpifed mages and worfhipped the feve- 
ral parts of the Univerfe and the fym- 
bols of them, as the Scythians, Sarmati- 
ans, Perfians and Adacedonians, who, he 
faith, were the Philofophers Mafters ix 
the worfbip of thefe inferiour Elements 
whith were made to be ferviceable' to 
men. Then he reckons up other Philofo- 
phers that worfhipped the Stars, as. ani- 
mated beings ; others, the Planets and 
auf world, and the ni who — God 
affed through thé meaneft parts of mat- 
ter: yet alte all this, he aati 
aaa | bpat. 


pas 
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that there is acertain divine influence dr- 


filled upon all men, efpecially on thofe wh 
apply themfelves to leaxning ; by Vertur 
of which they ave forced to acknowledge 
one God, incorruptible and unbegotten; 
swho is the only true Being, and abides 
for ever above the higheft Heavens, from 
whence he beholds all the things that are 
done in Heaven and Earth: who, accora- 
ing to Euripides fees all things without be- 
ing vifible himfelf. And for the proof 
of this, he brings the Tefemonies of 
Plato, Antifthenes and Xenophon, who 


all acknowledge Gods incomparable ex- 


cellency , as well as unity; and then 
adds the Teffimonies of Cleanthes, and 
the Pythagoreans 3 and not contented 
with the PA:lofopbers he heaps the tefti- 
monies of the Poets to the fame pur- 
pole, as Aratus , Hefiod, Orpheus , So- 
phocles, Menander, Homer and Euripides, 
In the fifth Book of his azé(cellanies (for 
{o his Stromata truely are ) he falls up- 
on this fubject again; and then faith- to 
the fame purpole, that there us «natural 
knowledge of one omnipotent God, among 
all confidering men; he grants, the Stoicks 
opinion about God to be agreeable to the 


Scriptures; and fhews, that Thales con- 


felled Gods eternity and omnifcsency; 
; gat 


077) | 
that Epicharmus attributed omnipotency 
to him; and Homer the creation of the 
world, which he defcribed in the (bield 
of 4chilles; and then makes this obfer- 
vation (as though ic were purpofely in-— 


P- $97. 


tended for 7. G. ) he that ts called both P- 398. 


tn Verfe and Profe 24 ox Jupiter, care — 
ries our apprehenfion to God, (nottothe 
Arch-Devil as. T. G. faith) and there- - 
fore he ws faid to be all things, and to. 
know all things , and to give and take 
away all things, and to be King over all: 
that Pindar the Bastian being .a Pythago- 
‘vean, faid, there was one maker of all- 
things whim he called “Aesvrixver the 
wife Artificer, and then he repeats feveral 

of the Teffimonies which he had produced 
before ; tofwhich he adds that of Xenopha- p. 60x: ‘ 
nes Colophonius proving God to be one | 
and incorporeal; and ot Cleanthes, repro-  -. 
ving the opinion of the vulgar about the | 
Detty; and of Euphorion, and AE {chilus p. 603: 
about Fupiter, which for -T. G’s better 
information I fhall fet down, | 


. Zdbs baw as3ipy Zhs 5 yh, Zhs aN segv@ 
¢ Zhs tu ret wiv, x on rvs” imigleeoy. 

Jupiter is ether and Earth and Heaven 
aud all things, and if there be any thing 


above. 


Pp- 604. 
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above ai, Jupiter ss it, and Clemens is 
fo far from thinking this an improper 
fpeech , that he faith ic wag {poken 47 
Ts OF oysvds opider with « great deal of 
decency and gravity conceraing God. By 
this ic appears, that chey who boaft fo 
much of the Fathers, are not over con- 
verfant with them: but Father BeLlar- 


mine, Or Father Coocius, ferves them, 


for a whole Fury of them. But I com- 
mend 7.G. for his modefty,.forwhen he 


had faid, this was the fenfe of the Fe- 
— thers, he produces no more but good Fa- 


ther Origen; and he is fo kind hearted 
to him, chat though I believe he hath 


heard how he hath been condemned for 


a Heretick, yet he with greac judgement 
fuppofes, chat what he faid was the com- 
mon fenfe of the Fathers. But befides 
this, Clemens quotes a faying of Hera- 
clitus appraved by Plato, wherein the on- 


_ ly wife Being is called by the name af 


zdisy os Four. And to fhew that one 
Supreme Being was received among the 
‘Greeks, he cites farther an exprefs tefti- 
mony of Timaeus Lacreg, wherein he faith, 


there a one wabegotien | ideas of all 


things , for if it were begotten it were 
no firft principle, but that out of which 
it werd begotten would be that principle: 

which 


C79) 
which Clemens parallels with that faying. 
OF Scripture, Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord 
thy God. is ene God, and him only {halt 
thou ferve. I omit the- teftimonies of 
Authors cited before, butto them he adds. 
Diphilus the Comedian, who was alittle 
younger than Aéenauder, and: lived in 
the time of the firlt Ptolemy 3 who {peaks - . 
plainly concerning the omnifcience, pro-_ 
widence and juftice of Ged in the verfes 
cited ont of him; and calls God the Lord 
of all, whofe very name is dreadful: 
ra whofe oo afterwards ae fo 
full of Ewsphafis, that I cannot forbear . 
fetting them down; (although I beg par- 
don for mixing fo much of a foreign lan- | 
guage in an Englith difcourfe ) he bids 
thofe men look to it, who prefame upon 
Gods patience becaule he doth not at pre- 
fence punifh chem, 2 


“O5cad? soos dencize ix @ Sir. 
“Esty 90 ts’ ed Kas apdiler ngucis, 
Kaxss wtguuds + yesvov nap dave re" 
Kerry 8 &7O- Sree duser Snnv. 


Look to it, you that think there i ne. God. 
There , there iss if any man dill, Let 
hive. think time i gains Far certainly, 
Suffer ke {ball for what. be hath done | 
aes bs ami, 


Pp. 606. 


P- 604. 


Cyril. ce 
Full 


p- 609. 
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amif. But withal he quotes a faying of 
Xenocrates Chalcedoniws, wherein he calls 


God szdjov dia the Supreme Fove, and 
another of Archilochus Parius a very an- 
cient Poet, (in the 23 Olympiad faith 
S. Cyril of Alexandria’) wherein he be- 
gins 2 24° 0 Fove, thy Power is in Hea- 
ven, and thon feeft alt that es done there, 
whether good or evil; and Menander 
faith, that God w_in all things good: 
and c/ifchylus celebrates the mighty 
power of God to this purpofe. Think 
not that God is like to what thou feeft ; 
Thou knoweft bim not, for he is like to 
that which cannot be touched or feen, He 


makes the mountains tremble, and the 


Sea to rage, when his commanding eye 
doth on them look, For the great God can 
do. what he thinks fit: But Dipbilus faith 
yet farther, Honour hins alone that ts the 
Father of all good things. Fromall which 
Clemens concludes , that the Eaft and 
weft, the North and South have one and 
the {ame anticipation concerning the Go- 
vernment of one’ Supreme. Difpafer of 
things; becaufe the knowledge of his moft 
common operations’ have equally reached 
to all; but efpecially to the inguiftive 
Philofopbers of Greece, who have attri- 
buted a wife Providence to the invifiole, 

oF | ana 


C8) 
and only, ad niof? powerful ; ated mift 
skilfel contriver of all things, | 


' 


‘ 


cient to convince a modeft man, chat the 
_Gemtiles whowwere charged with fdoletry 
by the Prinxitive Fathers, did agtee in 
the acknowledgemeast of oné Supreme 
| Deity, and were fo thought to do, by | 
'thofe who managed that charge againft 
‘them s yet I fhall proceed from Clemens 
10 Origen his difciple: and fee if the 
ftate of the Cotroverfie were altered in: 
his cime, The difpute between Ce/fus 
atid Him did not at all depend on this ;: 
whether there were one Sksreme God oF 
no, Ot whether Soveraign worlbip did be-: 
lony to hime: for Celfas frecly acknow~ 
Tedged both thefe. I know Origex {eve- | 
ral times charges him with being an Epé-. | 
_énrean, but whatever his private opinion 
was; he owns none of the Epicurean 
principles’ about Religion in his Boole . 
—againft the chriffians, wheréin he de= 
clares himfelf to be both for God and- 
Providence. He calls God the sxiver- 
fal Reafon, be aiknowledges him to be 
the maker of all immortal beings, and jy ipo — 
that all things are from bim, andiaith, cif 
that God ss common to all, good, and ftand-' > 0247 
G ing 


Although thefe things might bé fafi- G95 


p- 421. 
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dng inneed.of nothing, and withowr envy,” 


| «b$.7320 nay he calls him wv iy. gsdy the great. 
L. 4s Ppe200e 


+8. 7.392. 


God: and faith,that men, onzht to underyo 
any terments rather. than to think or 
peak any thing unworthy. of hin, that he 
is at mo time to be forfaken by us, nei- 
ther might nor day) in publick or private, 


_ , in our thoughts or actions; but our foul . 


ought always to be intent uponhim, , Thus 
far Celfas feems a good Chriftian, whae: 
is. the matter then between Origen and 
him, chat they could not agree about Di- 
vine Worfhip, fince Ce/fws doth acknow- 
ledge the {upreme excellency ,of God, and: 
contequently that Soveraign wor/bip is on- 
ly due to him? Why, the- difpure lay in 
this poine, Cedfus contended wich greac. 
vehemency, that fince God made ufe of in- 
Yeriour [pirits to govern the world , that. 
thofe ouzht to have divine honours given. 
to them, according to the cuftoms of their. 
feveral Countries ; that this tended more. | 
to the honour of the (upreme. Deity: for 

that devotion, faith he, i more perfect 
which palfeth through all to hims that it 
was not to be conceived that God fhould 
envy the honour of his own Minifters ; 
but.we ought rather to fuppofe that. the 


Great God ts better pleafed-with it. So. 


that all chat Cedfue pleaded for, was ei-. 
; ther, 


(83) 
ther an inferiour fervice of Avrcée, Or at - 4 
‘the-utmoft, but a: Relative Latrta, a ds- 
vine wor/bip which was to fall after an 

inferiour manner upon the lower Gods , 

but to. be finally terminated upon the fu- “ 
preme. To this Origen anfwers two | 

ways, 1. By fhewing thac thefe inferi- 
our Deities were not good “dagels, but 
Démons,' i. e, evil Spirits; which he 
proves many ways, buc chiefly by this; -' 
that they (eemed fo covetems of divine 
‘worfbip from men, 2. By: infifing on 
this-as the fundamental principle of wor- 
{hip in the Chriftian Religion 5 that di- 
vine worlbip is to be given only to God 
himfelf, and to his Son Chrift Fefus. 
‘This he inculcates upon all occafions; . 
‘this he lays down in che beginning of his — 
Book, that God alone ss to be worfbipped, ¢ ;., 
ull ether things whether they have beings 
oF have not, are to be paffed by, and al- 
though fome-of them may deferve honcur, ~ 
‘yet none of them do worfbip or adoration: | 
‘arid elfewhere, ‘that only the Maker of all's 3- ?-138: 
things oaght to be worlhipped , admired 7 
_ ana adored by wsy that neither the work 

of mens bands, nor thofe affumed to the — 
honour of Gods can be decently worfbipped _ | 

by as, etther withont the Supreme God, 

or together with him: where the Latine 

sd 7 6G _ Intet- 


! 


‘Prtos 


——Intevpveter hath apparently thuffled, ren, 
_ ding that place only thus, aihilque pre: 


ter cum aut pari bonore cum ¢03 ak 
though all that Orégen condemned were 
only giving cau siving worfhip to other 
things befides God. Whereas Cel/us ne- 
‘si ver pleaded for thar, .but ctiat men fhonld 
| Give ats weseuntous muds  Z,.e,in the very 
4s8.p.41g. terms of the. Council. of Trent , due v¢e 
| neration: To which. Origen an{wers, we 
defire only to .be followers of Chrift whe 
hath [aid , Thow fbalt worfbip. the Lord 
thy God, and him only halt thon.ferve, 
W415: Tt ts true, faith he, feweral Nations have 
avoided, the, worfbip of Imuges, forme for 
one redfon and fome a anothers but the 
Chriftians abd. Fevs do it becuse of that 
“by-p.agg. LOM > Thou fale fear the Lord thy God 
“and hin only fale thes ferve,.and fever 
val places.to the fame purpo/e, fo. that we 
ought rather to die thaw to. defile. ome 
felves with. thefe impictics, And they 
+ 0.2 who did forbear Images did worthip thé 
Sun or. Gods. Creatures which we are, fore 
Didden to da, ‘ This he.{o frequently ins 
‘fits upon throughout his Books, thar: i¢ 
-would beto no purpofe to bring all the. 
places; thefe being fufficient..to thew 
‘that the. ftate of the Costrqverfie about 
-. ddolatry, did nog depend upon their gi- 
ving 


(8S) 

ving foveraign.worfbip to any thing be- - 
fides God, but any drvine woribip although 
‘they did acknowledge the Supreme God. 
As Orizen himfclF doth very ‘often de- 
‘Clare, that the Heathens did, §. Paul, he 
faith, (pake truly of fome of the wife-men 13. p.rgos 
af Greece, that they knew God, and tlat 
God was manifefied to thems and elfe- | 
‘where, we teftifie truly concerning them 4>x8te 
that they knew.God, but their fault was,that 
after their grave dt[putaticns they wore 
{bipped Idols and Demons as the reft did. | 
‘We cannot but affent, faith he, to what 1.8. pe25ce 
Plato hath [aidconcerning the chief Good g 
for God hath manifefied this to them andl. 6.p276. 
whatever elfe they have faid well: bat 
‘therefore they deferved punifbment, be- 
caufe when they had.a right apprehenfion 
“of God, they did not give him the wor- 
foip which was’ worthy of him: ‘and he 
quotes a little after Plato's epiftle to Her- p, 2803 
mas and Cortfcws , wherein he appeals 
t0 God as the Lord of all things: and {e- 
veral other paffages, wherein his Govern- 
ment, and Power, and Fuftice, and Ex- 
ceHlency are truly fet forth: and after (e-P: 78% 
_-veral other se of Plato’'and Celfus mabe 
about the ways of kzowing God, which 
he‘allows , he concludes with’ this, thae 
God is fo great a lover of mankind that 5.723% 

; : | Bo. degra hp ge ane G 3 a a he 


| (86 ) 
be made known his Truth and the know: 

eee ledge of bim{elf not only to his own peo- 

ple’, but to thofe who were rangers to 
the fincere worfbip and fervice of him, 
Judge now Reader, whether Origen him- 

felf, 7.G’s fiazle witneff, ‘dgth make the 

Supreme God of the Heathens an Arch- 
Devils and what reafon he had upon fo. 
+ flender a Teffimony to cry out, The Fa- 
tiers, the Fathers ? CS 


?. 10. But I have not yet dane with him: 
~*' -. for if we come cown lower into the 
times of the Chriftian Church when this 
controverfie of Idolatry was again revi- 

ved in the days of Fulian the Apoftate, we 

fhall find the very fame acknowledge-. 

ents made by the moft learned and ju- 

dicious Fathers of the Chriftian’ church. 

S. Cyril of Alexandria who undertook to 
 anfwer the three Books of Fulian againft 
sci. Chriftianity, faith, that the. Greeks did 
Alexe.Ju. {peak admirable things conterning-God, 
its P10 and that they did exceed themfelves in 
| thofe difcourfes, and that they conld not 
have attained to fuch a knowledge of God, 
without fome particular manifeftation of 

himfelf unto them. And afterwards, he 
producesthe Teftimonies of Orpheus, and 
Homer, and Sophocles concerning him. 


(87) 5 
Thales, he {ath , made God the Sonl of y.06, 
the world: Democritus, an aitive mind p28. 
within a lphere of fire, Aviftotle, a fepa- - 
vate form refting upon the, jphere of the 
World: the Stoicks, an attive fire paffing 
through the parts of the world.. Ot thele 
things, he faith, Plstarch and Porphyri- 
ses {peak, but aboveall hecommendswhat 
Pythagoras. and Plato and Hermes have p.30. 
{aid of God: with. feveral of the Te/fi- 
gnonies before mentioned; fome of which. 
are repeated by Theodoret.to the fame ayia a 
purpoie. But thefe things will be made cu. Gree, 
more clear by confidering the /tate of the!" * 
Controverfie between Faliaz and S, Cyrill 


about Jdelatry. Fulian confefleth, chat silts, | 


there is 4. natural knowledge of God in 32 
the minds of men, from whence comes 
that common inclination of all mankind 
towards .2 Deity, and that fuppofition. 
among all mex, that. he: who the King 
over all hath his Throne in Heaven: He y oo. 
acknowledgeth with Plato, that God isthe — 
maker of all things, that he ts the Father 

of the Gods too, ( and S. Cyril never quar- 

rels with him for-giving the. tftle of Gods 
to thofe Superiour and Intelligent Beings: 
-for, faith he , we grant that there are p. 59. 
fome in Heaven that-are called both Gods 
and Lords ; nay mep are called Gods in 

= G 4 Scriptere.) 
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Scripture) OF thefe Gads according to 


Plate, Fulian faith, fome are vifible, ag 
the Sun, and Mbon, and Stars, and the 


Heavens, bub thefe are oply tmages 
of the invifible, and therefore Plato calls 
thefe later suit sv, being invifible Des- 
ties reprefented by vifible : but one Goa 
is the Maker of them all. But Fulian 
utterly rejeéted the Poctical Fadles con- | 
cerning the Geds, and chat for 7. G's rea- 
fon, becaufe the Pocts tack the liberty to 


. fergn and fay any thing ; nay he calls 


them dxcredible and monflraus Fables 
and this was the Scheme ot his Thealogy, - 
That there was one Supreme God the com- 
mon Father and Lord over all, who bad 
diftributed the feveral Natious and Cities 
of the world to particular Gods as Gover- 


—noursover them: but although all perfecté- 


ons mere in the Supreme God, yet they 


were {cattered and divided among the tn- 
feriour Deities: and {a Mars bad the care 
of Wars, and Minerva of Counfels, ang 
Mercury of things that required cunning 
move than courage: and every particular 


Nation followed .the humour of the Gods 


P.121. 


that were fet over thems ashe goes about 
to prove by the different tempers of Na- 
tions, To which Cyrél aniwers, That 
great Princes do chosfe forme of the is’ i 
ioe. ; 


| (89) 

of their. Subjects to be Govergours of Pre- 
vinces y byt they who are fo imployed do nob 
Gover them by their own Laws, byt b 
their Princes, and op all occaftons fet ten 
their greatutf, aud pay all duties t¢ 
thems ; but thefe Detties affume thofe ba- 
nours to themfelues which are dye oply to 
God, and by bringing in kmages into 
Temples of feveral forms and figures they 
endeaueyr to cafe difbomoyr upow God, agd 
by degrees draw men to the neglect o 
big. Either then, God defpifes the fer- 
vice of men, or thefe are vot faithful 

fervants to big ; by bringing ix vifble 

objects of worfbip by fetting up Images , 
and perfwading men to make oblaticas’, 
and offer facies to them. And becanfe 
at was fo hard 4 matter to choke thofe Na- p.1226 

tural motions of meus mizds towards the 
Supreme God ang Father of all, therefore 

they endeavour’ d to draw men farther from 

him by tempting then to all rain of 

tmpiety, Whereas the good Angels we 

read of ix Scripture, always direfted men 

to pay their honours and adoration, not te 

themfelves, but only to the Supreme God : 

and teach mew that jt is mot fit to give p, 103, 

theme to any of his Miniflers and Ser- | 

vants: but thefe Deities of. Fultan are 
willing to receive worlbip from men, = - 

| | “their 


nn © 1-) ee 
their prayers, and acknowledgements, and 
pratfes, and gifts, and facrifices ; ( where 


_- we feé he joyns them all together aS* parts 
of that divine worfbip which is proper 


only ‘to God:_) But Fulian is very much 


‘difpleafed at the Second Commandment , 


and ‘would have been ‘glad to have feen it 
{truck out of the number of ten (as fomeé 


-5+p-435-in the World have ‘done .) decane God 


theréin expreffes fo much jealoufie for bis- 
own honour; Cyril in anfwer to ‘him — 
fhews that this i no. way unbecoming God 
to be fo much ‘concerned for his honour, 


becaife mens greateft happineff, (as 


Alexander Aphrodifienfis {aid in his Book 
of Providence ) lies in the due apprehenfr- 


on and fervicé of God, By which we fee, 


that the costroverfie about Idolatry, as it 
was hitherto managed between Chriffians 
and Heathens ,did {uppofe the belicf of 


one Supreme God in thofe who werechar- 


ged with the practife’ of ir. 


” After thefe, it may not be amifs to 


—-confider, what the ancient Author of the 


Recognitions under Clemens his name faith 
upon this fubjéd of the Heathen Idolatry 


he lived, faith Cotelerius, in’ the: Second 


Century if thacbe true, bis Authority is 
. the More confiderable; however it is certain © 


_Raffinas. tranflated this Book , and that 


makes - 


(91) a 


‘makes it ancient enough to our purpofe. 


He brings in the Heathen Idolaters plead- Clem. Re. 
ing thus for themfelves , “we dikewife ac- a » 


knowledge one God who w Lord over all, 
but yet the other are Gods too, as there 
u but one Cafar who. hath many Officers 
under bing, as Prafects, Confuls, Tritanes 
and other Magiftrates, after the fame 
manner we fuppofe, when there s but one 


Supreme God, he hath many other. inferi-_. . 
our Gods, as fo many Officers under bim, . 


who are all fubjedt to him , but yet over 


us. Torthis , he brings in S, Peter an- . . 
fwering , that he defires them to keep to 


‘their own fimilitude , for as they why atiric 
bute the name of Cafar to any infertonr 


Officers, deferve to be punifbed fo will 


thofe more feverely, who give the name. 


of God to any of his Creatures. Where 
the wame is not to be taken alone, but 


as -it implies the dignity and. Authority | 
going along with it, and the profeffing — 


of that fubje&tion which is only due to 
that Asthority,; for what injary were it 
to. Cefar for a man only to have thenamé 
of cafar? but the injury lies in ufurping 
the .duthority under that name; fo the 


nature of Jdo/atry could not lie in giving — 
the name of Gods to any Creatures, but 


- in giving chat worfbip which chat name 


calls 


a 
a ee 
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calls for s and yer this worfbip. here is 
fappote: rabe confiftent wich the acknow- 
“.. Hedgamene. of the fipreme excelleacy of 

oa Goa  . °° - _ 


x 


Q.xx, , If we now look into the fenfe of. the 
| Writers of the Lative Church againft the 
‘Heathen Iddlaters, we shall figd chem 
agreeing with the other, Tertullian ap 
peals to the confciences of men for the 
Tertst: Apo. Cleareft evidence of one true and Supreme 
Me“1P Gods Yor ‘i the midi of all their Idcla-_ 
tries, ‘they afe apt upon any great occa- 
De Tifim. fion’ te ifs up their. hands and eyes to 
"— Heavex, where the only true, and great, 
and good God w 3 and he mentions their 
common phrafes, God gives, ‘and God fees, 
and I commend you to God > and God wilt 
reftores all which do flew the natural 
Teftimony of coufcience, as to the unity 
ee oe of God: and in 
ad scap. his Book ad Scapulam , God fbewed bine- 
«4 — felf to be the powerful God by what pe 
did upon their fupplications to bing under 
the name of Fove.. Minucius Felix makes 
ule of rhelame arguments, and faith, they 
sere. clear “arguments of thetr confenp 
Minut.Fel. with the Chr iftians in the belief of | one God, 
sn Offau-J and makes tt no great matter what name 
BS they galled big by, as Thave obferved al- 


~ 4 


ee eee ee 
ready , -and. afterwards produces uy : 
Teftimonies of the. Philofophers, almof all, 

he faith, that they acknowledged one God, p. ati 
although under feveral names, Arnokins 

they were ajreed, that shere vas one Sun $O-E 2 
preme God, eternal and in ufible And Fa- 1.3. parchs 


ther of all things, from whom all.the Hea-. 
then Deities had their beginaiag:bus all the ©..." 
difpute was about giving divine worlhip +++ ~ 
tay elle befides him, Zaétantins faith, 
there was no. wife. man ever queftiontd 4. ° 
the ‘being of one God, wha made and go- gee 
verned all sings 3_yet, becaule he Ane. — 
the: World. wag full of: Fools, he goes. > 
about to proveig, at large fromthe seffs- 
monies Of ‘Poets and phileipbers, asfomq- 
ny had done before him : and lor ToGS 6, 56,004 
Garisfattion, he faith , vhat Grphem (ake 
though as good ar feigning’ as any of the:.<..2°. 
Poets.) could. net. by ‘the Fagher. of the << ~~ 
Gods mean Jupicer the Son of Sarum siyec = 7 
who can tell, but fuch a. Afagisian. as 
Orpheus is faid.tg have been, might atean 
an Arch-Devil by him? But ‘am: fure 
neither Laétentins ; nor any of the Fa: 
thers ever thought fo ; for if they had, 
they would not {fo often have produced 
his Te/Pimony to fo little purpofe. . And 
tothe Greek Teffimonies mentioned het 
ore 


yy 


| 094) - 
fore by others, Laétantins adds thofe of 
Cicero, and Seneca, who talls the’ inferi- 
‘viour Gods the children of the Supreme, 
+l and the Minifters. of his Kingdom, Thus 
_, ‘far we have.the unanimous confent. of 
2 lS all che writers of the, Chriftian Charch 
ace. againtt the “Heathen | Hdolatry , chat the 
1-3-0" “Heathens. did acknowledge ose Supreme 
‘8. Aug.de “God. “S. “Augaffin tells us, thac Marre 
- ae ‘thought ; that thofe’ who worlbipped one 
"God without. images, did mean the fame 
a by him that they did by their Jove, 
-< ¢ but only called him by another name ; by 
pe confinf. thofe, S. Aujfin. ‘aith, Varro meant the 
Evang. lui. Fews, and, he thought icao matter what 
6 22- ame God is called. by, fo the fame thing 
| be meatic. "Ic is true: S. dagaflin argues 
againit i¢' from the Poetical Pables about 
lta 2 saturn and Juno; bue withal he confef- 
tag . 1053. that they thought it very unvreafona- 
: De chutes ble, for. theit — to be charzed with 
fuiteevs3.20/(e Fables which themfelves difowned: 
and: ‘therefore ac laft he ‘could not de- 
‘ny, ‘that they believed themfelves ,. that 
by the Jove in the Capitol they under- 
‘ftood' and worlbipped the Spirit that 
my guickens: and fills ‘the world; of which 
| Nirgil foake in thofe words, Fovis omnta 
‘glena. But He wonders that nce they 
acknowledged this to be the. Supreme if 
— wot 


cc.) 


not only Deity, the Romans did-not- rather 


‘content themfelves with the worlbip of 


him alone , than run about and make fo 
weapy addrelfes to the petty and Inferionr 


. Deities ? This indeed was a ‘thing to be. 
 Wwondced ats, and yet no doubr , they 
thought they had-as good reafons for it, 


as T. G. gives’ why: incontinent per fons 


‘fbould rather’ make their addreffes to 


S. Mary Magdalen és Heaven, than to 
her Sifter Martha, or to-God_ himfelf, 
‘So the Roman women thought Luctza and 
-Opés better for. a,good. hour, than Ceres or 


| Minerva , and Levana and Canina for 


T.G. 9.3696 


‘new born Children, than Vulcan or Apol- Deciv.dsi - 


‘la, and yet S. Auguftis tells us, many of Ae 11. 


‘them did not efteemthefe, as. any: diftini® 
| Deities, but only. as reprefentations. of the 
\feveral powers of the fame God fuitable 


to the conditions of perfons: bye -7.G. °°? 
will not fay, that by S..Adary Mag alen, | 


she only underftood the power of Gods, 


Gracé.in converting .incontigent perfonss. 
but if he had, he had given a muchbet- - 
ter reafon of their praying to her’: yer, - 


even in fuch a cafe S. Auftin: thinks it. 
were better ro pray directly to God him-. 
felf. And the old Roman Matrons would 
have thought they could have directed {uch 
perfons to Temples proper for them, = | 
| ~~" thofe 


OH 

tliofe of Pirtae and chaftity; the one of 
which ftood ad Portam Capenam; the 
other i# Yico longo. But I need not give 
fiich parthcalar direétions, for I am/afraid 
their Raines dre {carce left in Rome: for 
neither Atérlianns, hor Alescander Drona- 
tes in theit accurate. defcriptions of Rome 

can tell whete ro find them i 
For out better underftanding tlie -co7- 
ww’ troverfie about tdolatry as ic is reprefent- 
- peciv.pe ed By S, Auguftin, Wevareto confider chat 
4.40275 mot only Scevola and Batbus in Cicero, but 
3% 3! Varro and Seneca, and che'relt of their 
.. . Wifér men, did with greacindighation re- 
1.8. $385 jedk the Poetical Thtolegy "as they called 
Ten Aes aiid willed feveral t gs reformied in 
the popalar Religion; and thought them. 
| felves as unjultty charged Wich the pra- 
gic.p.gea, tiles of the’ People , as T:C. doth for 
their Chitch co be charged wich alt the 
vidicalias addreffes that Yomne’ make "to 
_ Stints amdtg thetnsy for Varro confellé 
that she people were nis i folloe the 
Buen Poets, (as ih the Charch of Rome they 
nee are td ‘pray by their Legerds) Bur chey 
: thou the people wete better let alone 
in theik fopperies, than to be {uffered ro 
break. foofe. from that fubjection which 
their Superftition kept then in » and with 
Agen hele $, Aéftin reckons the Philfophers | 
with 


| Cory | 
with whom, lie faith,’ the Queffion:té be 
debated was the, whether we are: bound 
only to worlbip one Supreme God wbe Ma- 
ker of all things? ox whether it be not 
lawfid to wor(bip many Gods, whaare {up- 
pofed to be made by him? And after he 
hath difcourfed againft Verro and: thofe 
of his opinion, who reduced! all their 
Theology to Nature, and made God tobe 
the Soat of the world, and the feveral 
. parts of the world capable of divine wor- 
foip on chat account 5 im his: eighth Book; 
he undertakes: thofe who afferted oxe Sa- 
_ preme Deity above Nawwre and the €aufe 
of a things, and yet pleaded for the mor- 
foip Of inferiour Desties ; he confefles, 
shat they hid the knowledge of the trie: 1.8. v5. 
God, and brings the feverat places afte tov cakts 
S. Paul mentioned in the entrarice of this: 
difcourfe £6 prove’ it: and: enquiring. how 
the Philefophers came to- {ich knowledge. 
of him , he firft propeutids. che common. 
Gpirtion: of the Fathers that they leaentic 
in Egypt, meeting with the. Books of scrz+ 
prarée there, bac he.:rather (and with’ 
| gooe reafon ) refolves it-into the natural 
nowledge of God's for; faith he, that 
which was known of God: was. manifeft 
«£6 them, for God had revealed it to them... 
| But 
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But it feems by S. Asgafin, that there 
' were two Opinions among them at that 
time about divine morfbip, for fome, of 
@22, whom hereckons 4puleivs the chief, were 
for the worfbip of Demons, although they 
acknowledged them to be fubject to evil 
palffeons , yet they looked on them as #z- 
' .  gerceffors between men and the Gods, 
and therefore to be worfhipped ; but 
others who kept clofer to the doctrine of 
013,22, Plato, believed none to be Gods but fuch 
as were certainly good; but were fhy of 
declaring their opinion againft the wor- 
1.9.6.1» fbip of Demons fot fear of ditpleafing the | 
people by it: and with thele S, Aagufixz 
declares he would have no controverfie:- 
¢.23. about the same of Gods, as long as they 
pe a poe es them to be — age te ; 
ood and happy not by themfelves, but by. 
cilities | 7 "ed ; sobich y he faith , ts | 
the opinion either of all, or, at leaft, the’ 
be ft of the Platonifts. ee 
_ And nowwe are come tothe true fate’ 
of the Controverfic, as it is managed by 
_ 9, Augeftin in his tenth Book: which is, 
410 Gl shesher thofe rites of Religions. worlbip 
whith are ufed in the fervice of the Su- 
preme God, may be likewife ufed towards: 
any created Being, thouch [uppofed to ie } 

a Bw 0 
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of the higheft excellency , and 46 wear td 
God as we can {uppofe any creature to bé? 
And that this, and-chis only is thease 
of the Controverfie, I appeal co his own 
- words, which I (hall fet down in the Jan- 
puage he wric them, that I be noe bla- 
med with srtificial turning them to my 
own fenfe: Hoc eff, ut apertins dicam , 
wirum etiam fibi an tantum Deo {wo, gu 
etiam nofter ft, placeat ei ut facra fa- 
CLamuUs y oF paE seed vel aliqua no- 
fira few nos ipfos Religion ritibus confes 
cremus? i. €. That I may [peak plainly, 
whether it be pleating to them, viz. good 
pirits , that we offer divine worfbip and 
fecrifice -to them; or that we confecrate 
ear felues, or any thing of onrs to them 
by ‘Religious rites? And this, faith he; « 
that worlbip which is due to the Deity, 
which becasfe we cannot find one conveni- 
ent word in Latin to expref it by, 
would call Latria » a that fervice 


sxbich is due to menu called by another 


name, Viz, Seria: and he gives this rea- 


fon why he made choice of Zatria to fig- 
nifie divine worfbip in the Latine.Tongne, 


becaufe the Latine word ¢olere is fo very 
ausbiguous, ic being applied to the siding 
of land, tnbabising of, places, and chere- 
- | . Ha - fore 


bo 
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fore cultus: could. not fo properly. be ap. 
plied, only. ta divine worfbip ; nor yet 
Religto, becaufe that according to the cu 
ftom of the Lagins is. applyed to. other 
fenfess and the fame reafon he gives as 
to other names. -For,my pare, I quar- 


. gel not.at all with S. Augu/fias ufe of the 


word, and-think is proper enough. to ap» 
ply ic in. his fenfe: which comprehends 

init, not meerly (acxifice , but-all chofe Re» 
ligious Rites , whereby we give Worfbip. to 
God. Andnothing canto me appear more 
fenfelefs than to imagie,that $. Auguftin 
‘fhould here {peak only: of Soveraign 


—- worfbip. proper to God in regard. of his Si. 


premse Excellemy, diftingrifhing that from 
an inferior kindof Religions Worlbip. due to 
created Excellency, when it was -agresd 
on both fides; thac there-was one Supreme. 
Excellency. which wassncemmunicable to 
any creatares, fo thag the difpure abour 
worfoip matt fappofe thofe.to be- creased 
fed, it was impoflible forthem.to believe. — 
they had fapreme Excellency inshem. ‘Bus 


: if it be faid: chac-che difpure: was, wherher: 
- Sacrifice did. nos belong only to God? I 


fball-hereafter thew, thas chereis no reafom 


foip 
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{hip only to facrifice; my prefent bufigels 
is only to prove, that the ‘Comtrover fie of 
Idolatry did: on both fides _ one Sh- 
_ preme God , which I think is manifeft 
from S.:Asguftin , if any thing can be 
made fo. But if this be not full ehough 
to our parpofe, we may add the plain te-’ 
Rimony of Aleximus Madaurenfis to 
§. Anftin, who faith, thar none but mad- 
men could. deny that there was one fu- 
preme and eternal God who was the great © 


a 


Father of natare, whofe — diffu. 
y ( 


fed through the world, they worfbipped 
under diferent names, ‘This’ man feems 
to have been of Varro’s way, and not of 
the Platonéfts, for he makes God fine pro- 
des and-fo underftood all the Heathes 


God, | 2 
In the fame time with S. Adguftin O70- 

fas lived, who faith, that mot only the 
— Philofophers found pnt one God the mal 


Deities but as feveral titles of the fame - 


ay Pan 
ker iy 


S. Ang. te 


1. Ofer 


of all things, t0 whom’ all things ought to ..1. | 


be referred; ‘but that the Pagaas 7 their 
simes, withont diftinition, when they were 
difpated with by Chriftians, did confef 


that there wus bat one Great God, whe 


had feveral adinifters tuder hiin, 
Hy AE 


wT swe ag me tw oom 
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Q, 12. After fo falland clear evidence of the 
as confent of all the Fathers in this matter,noc: 
taken from-any fingle or incoherent pa{- 
.. fages, but from the feries and defiga of 
their difcourfes, J can forefee but one ob- 
. jection againft ic out of Antiquity, which 
Eg J fhajl endeavour to remove, - And that 
vane 1. 18 fram the teftimony of Sanchoniathon 
¢6.@9 mentioned by Ewfebixs and S. Cyril. con- 
@1c% cerning the Phanicians , that they wor- 
S.cyrilt.c. [hipped the Sun, Moon and Stars as the 
J mir : only immortal Gods, among which the Sum 
"was chief, whom they called Beelfamen 
Lord of Heaven; and their mortal Gods 
were men Deified for the kindneff they had 
done to the world. To the fame purpofe 
| Mainm. Maimonides Speaks of the Zsbit, whofe 
sears Jett, hefaith,' did overrun the earth, that 
6.29. | they had yo other Gods but the Stars. 
But although this take not off che force 
of our former evidence, which lay in this, 
_thacthofe Fathers who did charge the Hea-. 
> thens with Jdolatry, did at the fame time 
confefs, thatthey owned one Supreme God s 
yet I thallendeavour ¢o prove, chat-even 
the Eaftern Ldolaters did acknowledge one 
Net.in g ee SHpreme Deity, Gregorius Abulfarajus, 
cim.Hiftoy, and Shareftanius, both cited by our Leara- 
i  ¢d Dok. Pocock ac exprefly contradict - 
< _ M4imo- 
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Maimonides, for one of chert faith, that 
they have very firong arguments to prove 
the unity of God s- and theother, that al- 
though they call Planets Gods, yet they 
look om them only as Medtators between 
the Supreme God and men; and that 
Learned and Fudicious Perfon chinks chat 
we have more reafon to believe Gregoriws 
Absutfayajus, becaufe he converfed with 
many of their writings in their own lan- 
guage, whereas Afatmonides only faw the 
tranflations of fome of them. Sharefta- 
wius makes this their great principle, thas p. 140. 
between the Supreme God and us, there 
muft be fome Mediators, which faythey, 
are pure fpiritual fubftances, which becaufe 
we. cannot immediately converfe with, 
therefore we have need of fome means of 
commenicatios with them , which fome 
make to be the caleftial Houfes, and others 
Images, Thofe who are for the caleftial 
Houfes, . worfbip the Bodies of the Planets. 
48 the habitations of the living , rational 
and intellectual fubftances which they fup- 
pole to animate them, and therefore they 
are very punttual in the obfervations of 
them, and accordingly they make their Ta- 
lifmans ; and if they have thefe about - 
them, and the proper garments on for the 
Planet, and the day and hour peculiar to 

we | H4 ~~ btm, 


pense aebes ~He i 
eS 
a 
- 
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bim:, and fay the. Forms of prayer fitted 


for him y they do not queftton ,. but they 


fell be heard in the things. which depend 


upon his. influence. And thefe are the on- 


ly perfons:I have heard of, that have di. 
{covered the invention of making .4/fre- 


logical Prayers, which feem to me to be 


built on as good Reafon, .as the Prediéti- 
ows are; and I doubt not, but rhey were 
able to produce as many experiments for 


the hearing of thofe prayers, as others do 


to juftifie their prediions, But these 
were others among them , that thoughe 
the Planets at too greit a diftance, and 
too often out of fight, and therefore they 
would have more conftant and wiftble 
Mediators, for which purpofe they made 
them /mages, but they muft be fure tobe | 
of a Figure and Aetal, proper to the 


Planet, with a due obfervation of days, _ 


hours, degrees, minutes, habits, prayers, 
and whatever elfe they knew to be moft 


‘pleafing to the wife and yntelligent Pla- 


wet. Now by the help of thele, they ho- 
ped to get the favour of the Howfes , - 
and by the fayour of the Hosfes they ho- 
ped for that of the Jwtelligencies, andby. 
their favour they hoped for that of the 
Supreme God, But it feems there were 


_ fome amongft'them who are called Hare 


banift ay 
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Harbanifie, who fuppofed. Ged to be one 


in eflence, but to be many in regard of - 


the different manifeftations ef himfelf to 


the Planets and other vifible beings , and - 


that he committed the care of chis lower 
world to the celeftial bodies whom they 
called Fathers, the elements Mothers, and 
all compounds Children. If the former 

entation of their worthip be true ,' 
and that they choughe there. was no ap- 
proach to the Supreme Deity, but by 
Medtators (asic feemstobe ) chat mighe 
give the .occafion to Maimonides and 
others, to fay, that they worfbipped only 
the Sun, Atoon and Stars, and accounted 
thim: for their Gods ; becaule ic feems 
they gave no immediate worfhip to the 
Supreme Deity, but what honour they 
gave him was by pafling through fo ma- 
ny to him. And this may be a very 
probable reafon why the Sw in the Phe- 
nictan and Chaldean Theology was looked 


on as the Supreme Deity, i. ¢. vifitle y — 


and the higheft Afediator to whom any 
—worthip was offered .and therefore cal- 
led by the Chaldeans Baal, by the Pha- 


nicians Beel Samen,by the Ammonites Mo- - 


loch , by the Perfians Mithras ; and by 
the Atoabites. Baal Peor and Chemofb: 
‘fo the. Moon was called Affaroth of 


Aftartes 
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“Aftarte, and Malcha , or the Queen of 

Heaven: and Saturn worshipped under 

the name of Ciun, or Cevan ; the Pleiades 

OF Swccoth Benoth: and it is not impro- 

bable, that from worfhipping the Hof of 

Heaven this Sect of Idolaters might have 

their name from max Saba, rather than. 

from Ssbins a fabulous fon of Seth. 

Greg. Abulfarajus defcribes the Religion 

of the old .4rabs much after the fame 

manner , that they all worfhipped che 

Stars, although fome Tribes one more 

than another: and ic is an ingenious con- 

jeGure of Dott. Poceck’s, that whereas — 

gue teSpec, Herodotus faith that the Arabians only 

p-icp worlhipped ’Oevnia.as it is sead in the 

' Bodley MSS. and *Aandr , this Aatter 

Alilahat fignifying Daaghters, impliesthe 

deer Deities, and Olla taal che Supreme 

God, as the words fignifie: which he 

proves from Shareftanins that the old 

Arabs did acknowledge. Abraham Ecchel- 

lenfis {peaking of the Religion of the old 

a. gc. Arabians , faith , that thofe who were of 

Ghelleng. the Sect of Chaled , went upon this prin 

rk ciple, that there was one Creator and Go 

weg vernor of all things, moft Powerful and 

chron, Ori- wu Wife: Befides shefe, there were thofe 

et. who worfbipped Intelligences, or Celefi« 

- ad Spirits, and thefe, faith he, ation’ 

a4 2% . | they 
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| they confeffed one Creator of the world; 
moft holy, wife and — > yet they [aid 
_ we bhad need of Medtators tohim ;therefore- 
they invoked thofe fpirits with all rites 
of Religious worfbip, and thefe , faith he, 
were called the Daughters of God as they 
re in the Alcoran : not much different 
from thele, were the worfbippers of Ima- 
ges, whom he defcribes as we have done 
ore. But hé tells us, there was a Sec? 
of Dabrite among them whom he calls 
Phitofophers, who weremeer Atheé/ts, and 
afjerted the Eternity of the world , and 
" thefe being excepted , he faith, that the . .. 
ancient Arabs did believe the creation of © 
the worlds and he tells out of them, their 
particular biffory of it. But Ecchel- 
lenfis was.aware of the parallel between 
the worfbip practifed in the Church of © 
Rome, and chat among the Arabians {up- 
pofirg they acknowledged one true God, 
and therefore puts the Quition, whether 
they did worfbip their Idols for Gods with- 
ont relation to any Superiour, or only took 
them for fecond canfes, and gave them 
the name of Gods only Analogically? Te 
_ was a queftion feafonably put, but noc 
-fo wifely anfwered. For, as if he had 
quite forgotcen, what he had faid before, 
he faith, mypthowt al doubt the — of 
es _ | tem 
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thene looked apon the Gods they worfbipped — 
as of pat Aathority, ana. bro 
and Independent of any other. What, 
although they asknowleaged bat one Sw 
preme God, and called all the leffer Dei- 
ties hes Danghters ! Althoagh all of them, 
avery fer excepted, believed the creati- 
on of al things by one moft wife and 
Powerful Being! But alas! he did not. 
think of this Queftion, when he faid. 
the other things ; and he was not bound 
to remember them now, but co fay what. 
_ ferved beft for his prefent purpofe to clear: 
the Roman Charch from Idolatry, Twill 
not deny then, but there might be-a Sea 
of Dabrite who did only in name own. 
any thing of God and Religion, that did 
afferc the Eternity of the world, andthat. 
there were no other Gods., but the Sax, 
Mom and Stars, both among the Ph-. 
nictans and Chatdeans as well as Ara-’ 
bians , but I fay, thele were Arheifts and 
not Jdolaters ; thofe who where charged 
with /dolatry among them were ftrch as 
~ believed a Sdpreme Deity, but gave Dé- 
vine Honours to Beings-created by him, 


“The like is fuggefted by foine concern- 
ing the Perfians, as though they attribu-. 
ted ommipotency abd divine worfbip only 
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ta the Sag, andthofe who take all things 
Of this nature upon truft médrly from He- 


— vodetus, or Fujtix, or other Greek and 


Latin weitess, may think they have rea 

fon to: believe it, bue- if we look into 

thofe who have been mo converfant in 

the Rerfies: weitiogs, we fhall finda def | 

ferenk account of them. Fac. Goliss in Gol. not. is 

his. Notes on Alferganue (aith, that the Aifom — 

Perfians gawe.the names of their Gods to ? 2 

their Months. and Days; escording to the 

ansiant Religion of the Perfians and Ma- 

gi, whereby. they did believe. theis Gods 

te. prefide over. them > for ik. was 4. print 

ciple among thea as.mek. as. other Nati« 

ons of the Rakt,. that. the. things of this 

lamer world ave. admiviftred. by Angels: 

and accordingly, they lad their particatar 

prayers and devotions. according ta the fe- 

waned Days and Months ;..and not only fay 

Aut. their veny moat, drink, clothing and 

perfumes were differents. and. thez had 

thein Tables. or Rabricks. to inflratt them. 

Andwhat worfbip. they.gave tothe Planets, 

was net, faith he, to shem[elves. bat to Bs aks 

_— ‘thofe Intelligeacies, which:they fappofed to. 
rule them, ney, they. fappefea particular 

Spirits to. rale.aver all the wraterial parce. 

of the world.; the Spirit overt fire was. 
scaled Adat-and. Axedbahift.rhe Spirit ae 

, a | Herbs 
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‘Herbs and Trees Chordad, the Spirit over 
Bruits was Bahmen , the. Spirit over. the 
Earth was Asfendurmed ; 22d fo. they had 

. 4n Angel of Night, and another of Deaths 
and the Spirit over the Sun was called 

_:Mihbrgtan, from Mihr the Sun, ( wheace 
the word Micthras, ) but above all thefe, 

. .  », they believed there was one Supreme God 
p.4o.  whons.they called Hormuzand Dei; and 

the Perfian writers fay, that Zoroafler 

Appointed fix great Feftivals is the. year, 

p.24- 2% remembrance of the fix days.creation, - 

And to this is very agreeable what the 

Perfees in Indofthan. do to this day déli- 

ver of the principles of their Religion 

Lords for, they affirm God to. be the. maker of 
defcript. 1. | . 

“ofthe Per- 4/¢ things, but that he committed the Go- 
fees, p. s. vernment of the world.to certain Spirits» 
and they worlbip the fire as a part of God, 

| and call the Sus and MMoon.Gods great 
witneffes; and the defcription of them: 
in Varenius fully accords with:this, that 

vuren. de PPC acknowledged one Supreme God, eve. 
dives. wry where prefent, that governs.the world,. 
ee but he makes wfe of fever chief Minifters: 
E> P» 269. lapse : , 
“for the management of it, one over men, 
another over bruits, another over fire as 

is before defcribed ; and. under. thefe they. 

place 25 more, who are all to give an ac- 

cvnnt to the Supreme God of. their admi- 

3 — piftration, 
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— With this account agrees thé 
relation of Afandelflo concerning them, 
who faith, that the Parfis believe that Vase des 
there ts but one God preferver of the Uni- 5, rod 
werfe. that he atts alone and immediate. deifie. b.1. 
ly te al things, and that the feven fer-? 35 
vants of God, for whom they have alfo « 
great veneration , have only an inferionr 
adminiftration mage § they are obliged to 
give account: and after the enmmerating 
thefe. with -their particular charges, be 
reckons up 26 sander them with their fe- 
veral names, but they call them all in 
consmon Gethoo, é.¢. Lords, and beliewe, 
he faith, that they have an abjolute power 
over the things, whereof God hath in- 
trufted them with the adminiftration. 
Whence it comes, that they make no dif- 
ficulty to worfbip them, and to invocate 
them in their extremities, out of a per- 
fwafton that God will not deny them any 
thing they defire on their interceffion. 
Schickara relates a particular ftory of che’ 
Perfian King Firwtz, or Perozes , which Schickarde 
fhews the acknowledgement of a Supreme Tarich. p. 
Deity among the Perfians ; in his time, *3™ 
which was aboat the time of the Consecid. 
of Chalcedon, there happened a,mighty™ 
drought in Perfia, fothat icrained not for 
feven years, and when the Kings grana-- 

a a : Z ries 
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Gray 


~ gies were utterly exhaufted, and there was 


no hopé of farther fupplies, he called his _ 


- . People out into the open. Fields , and 
there in a moft hambte manner he be- 
“foughe the great God Lord of Heaver and 

| Earth, a 


nd:them rain, and gave not 
over praying till a. plentiful thower fell . 


upon them: which, faith he, another 


example, after the Ninivites, of Gods 
great mercy after a publick and folemn 
repentance. Bue. thae this Prince was 
yet a worfhippet of thé Sur, appears by. 
what follows; when the Emperor Zeno 
had him athismercy, and made himpro- | 
rife fidelity to him, by. bowing of him- 
{elf to him; be to- avoid the reproach of . 
it among his People, .carried- himlf fo,. 
that. he feemed. only to them to make his 


| Reverente to the Sia according. ta the 


~ 


cuftom: of his Country. 


\ ; eg ard ot L4a : : s 
_, But ic wilkadd yet more to. thé con: 


vidion of T. G. andto. the difcovery of 


_ the Natore of Idolatry, to fhow that thofe 


Nations , which ane at. this day.charged 


with sdolatryby théCharch of Roma, have: 


acknowledged one Supreme God. And | {hall - 


‘now fhew: that chofe /doleters who have - 


underftood: their own Religion, have'gone 


upon one of thefe three principles, either 


C1) thac 
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(1.) that God hath committed the Go- 
vernment of. the world under him to 
‘fome inferiour Deéties, which was the 
principle of the Platonifts, and of the 
Arabians, and Perfians. Or, (2.) that 
Godis the Soul of the world , and there- 
fore the parts of it deferve divine honour, 
which was the principle of Varro and the 

_ Stoicks. Or, (3.) That Godis of fo great 
perfection and excellency, that he is | 
above our fervice, and therefore what ex- 
ternal adoration we pay, ought to be to 
fomething below him: which I thall fhew 
to have been the principle of thofe who 
have given the leaft external adoration 
to the Supreme God, 

Thefethings I fhall make appear, by gi- 
ving a brief account of the /doletry of tho:e 
parts of the world, which the Ev:ffaries 
of chechurch of Rome have flrewed their 
dagger zeal in endeavouring to converc - 
rom their Jdolatries. . 

There are two Seé#s in the Ea/t-Jndies 
C if I may call them fo) from whom the 
feveral Nations which inhabit there have 
received what principles of Religion they 
have; and thofe are the Brachmans and 
the Chinefes; and the giving account of 
thefe two, will cake in the ways of wor- 
fhip that are generally known amorg- 
Ahem. — 1 "+. For 
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For the Brachmans, I fhall take my 
account chiefly fromchofe who have been 
converfant among them, and had the beft 
reafon to underftand their Religion. Fran- 
cis Xaverius, who went firft upon that 
commendable imployment of converting: 
Xavers the Indians, faith , that the Brachmans 
rs sh ee told him they knew very well there was — 
| but one God: and one of the learned Brach- _ 

mans in his difcourfe with him not only 
confefled the fame , but added , that on 
Sundays, which their Teachers kept very 
exattly , they. ufed only this prayer, I 

adore thee O God with thy Grace and Help 

Twfellvit. for ever. Ti yf gooey faith, that he con- 
fe "2 tolled this to be one of their great my- 
fteries, that there was one God maker of 

the world, who reigns in Heaven and 
__ ought to be worfbipped by men, and fo 
Javvek™ doth Farricus. Bartoli not only relates 
gx. . the fame paflages, but gives this account 
an of cheir 7 Healey 5 that they call the Su- 
get. Xave- preme God Parabrama, which in their len- 
rii.l. tom guage fignifies abfolutely perfect, being the 
3% 3! Fountain of all things, exifting from bim- 
— felf, and free from all compofition: that 
he committed to Brama the care of all 

things about Religion, to Wiftnow, ano- 

ther of his Sons, the care of mens rights 

and relieving them in their neceffitics » 

m 2 re ‘ Ke) 
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toa third, the power over the elements 
and over humane bodies :. Thefe three 
they reprefent by an Image with three 
Heads rifing all out of the fame trunk y 
thefe are highly eftecmed and prayed tes 
for they fuppofe Parabrama to be at per- 
fed eafe, andto have committed the care 
‘of all to them. But the Brachiman Pad- ying des 
manaba gave a more particular account script. or- 
of the management of all things to Abra- 13 
ham Rogers who was well acquainted with 
him, and was fifteen years in thofe parts. 
Next to Brama, they make one Dewea- 
dre to be the Superintendent Deity, who poyage des 
“hath many more under him ; and befides sdes du 5 
thefe, they have particular Deéties, over te nae 
the feveral parts of the world, as the 
Perfians had, They believe both good 
and evil Spirits, and call them by feve- 
_ val names: the former they call Deitas 
and the other Ratsjaics, and the Father 
of both forts to be Brachman the {on of 
Brama. In particular cafes, they have 
fome , faith Mr. Lord (who converlec: .. - 
among them and to whom Avoz% Berit ioe ao 
er refers us to one who gave a fiithrul are 
account of them) whom they honcur as y.éo._ 
Saintsand make their addrefics tos as for svi 
Afarriage they znvocate Hurmount, for a 
Health Vagenaught, for jicceff in Wars yon” 

= ‘ [a Bimo- = 
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Bimohem, for Relief Syer, ce. and I fup- 
pofe incontinent perfons may have fome 
one in ftead of S. Atary Magdalen to 
pray to. The-cuftom of their daily de- 
votion as the Brachman Padmanaba {aid, 
Linda, - was firft to meditate of God before they 
1108. . : he 

rife, then after they have wafbed them- 

felves they repeat 24 numes of God and 

touch 24 parts of their bodies ; upon Sun 

— rifing they fay prayers and pour down wa- 

oc ter in honour of the Sun, and then fall 
down upon their knees and. worlbip him, 

and after perform fome ceremonies to 

their Idols, which they repeat inthe even- 

ing, The particular devotion which they © 

have to their Saints, and Images, and 

Reliques is fully defcribed by Boullaye-le- 
pes vovages GHZ in his late Travels into chole parts, 
& obfer- Mandelflo faith, that tn the time of their . 
ies 14 pablick devotions , they have long Leffons 
Boullaye-lee about the Lives and Miracles of their 
Gourcits saints, which the Bramans make ufe of, 
15,1217, £0 perfwade the people to worfbip them, as 
18. Interceffors with God for them. Among 
Voyage ats shee Saints Ram is in very great eftima- 
Sr. Man- tion, being the reftorer of their Religion, 
ih eo and a great Patron of their Bramans; 
“"""" Kircher fuppofeth him to be the fame 

with him whom the Faponefe call Xa 

ca, and the Chinefe Ken Kian faith 
| | —— Kir- 
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Kircher, x* Kia faith Aarin:, and chofe of tords de 
Tunquin Chiaga, oras Marint Thic-Ca, in (cript. of 
all which parts he isin very great ve- eae 
neration ; him they look on as the great 
propagator of their Religion in the Ea- es 
fern parts, and they lay he had 80000 ae 
difciples, but he chofe ten out of them /.3.c.4 
all co difperfe his opinions, From whence 
it is fuppofed that the Religion of the 
Brachmans hath fpread ic felf. not only agin: ren 
over Indofthan, , but Camboia, Tunquin, lat. du 
Cochinchina, nay China ic felf, and Fapan * peat 
too: where ic is an. ufual thing for per- ¢.9.p.194. 
fons to drown, burn or famith chemfelves 22*0/4 de 
for the honour of Xaca. This Secf was ba hae 
broughe into China 65 years after Chrift Treat. de 
from IJndofthan, as Trigautiue, (or rather he 
Mattheus Riccius tells us, for Bertolt al- apud si- 
- fures us, that Trigamtius only publithed %% 1-1 
Riccius his papers in his own name) Bae His 
which he fuppofes, was brought in by a for. «fat, 
miftake for the Chriftian Religion, (and “' ™ 5% 
furely ic was avery great miftake ) but 
for all chat, Trigewtins hach found a 
ftrange refemblance between the Roman 
Religion and theirs. For, faich he, they 
swor dip the Trinity after a certain 
manner , with an image having three 
Heads and one Body they extol celibate 
ta a high degree fo as sf feem to condemn 
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_marviage ; they forfake their - Families, 
and go up-and-down begging, (t.e. the 

. -.° ‘Order-of Friers among them, ) their ve-- 
| | ry vites awd cuftoms are like ours; they 
have Images in their Temples, and their 

very babits agree wiih ours, 1 defire. . 

T: Gs once more to make ufe of his: 
Friends kindnefs for Trigautins, that he’ 

may fee, whether I have tranflated him - 
righcor.no. In all this, he mentions no- - 

thing of the Chriftian Religion, but on- 

ly the rewards:‘and punifbments of ano- 

ther world; which moft Nations of the 

world have believed , and for their other 
-refemblances much good may they do 
themfelves with fach parts of Chriftiani- 

nite, Ap-ty. Tothele Bartoli adds, the worfbip- 


AtiteLA.t ping the Mother of God with a Child in 


re her Arms , their Pexances, Monaftertes, 


Nenneries, nay their very Beads and In- 
dulgencies ; And Semedo faith of cheir 
Priefis, that they wear their Head and 

somdn Beards fhaved, they worfbip Idols, they 
Hit. of marry sot ; they live in Convents 4 or SOO 
cP together, they beg, mutter prayers ; they - 
| fing ; they have feveral office's and prayers 
—againft fire, tempefts , misfortunes, and 
efpectally for the dead in which functt- 
ons they wfe facerdotal garments, their . 

Caps are like ours, and their {prinkling 

| | | brufbes 
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brufbes without any difference at all; they 
eat neither ficlb , nor fifb, nor eggs, net- 
ther do they drink wine. But for chis 
. Taft ciaule of Fuh and wine, I might 
have imagined he had been defcribing a 
fort of men much nearer home. The 
fame refemblances Bartoli finds, and {tands Bartoli de 
amazed at in Fapan; here again, he wee 
finds one Image with three Heads for tie xaveii, 
Trinity , and forty bands to denote bis '-3-% $25 
power, which they call Denix; ( but he 
faith, their Philofophers interpret it of the. 
Sun, Moon, Elements and firft Matter, ) 
bere they crof— themfelves, but with a 
S. sdndrewes croff; and {ay their prayers 
exactly ‘with their Beads, of which they 
have 180 on a firing; and which is yet 
more obfervable, they snderftand mot one 
word of their prayers , and yet they hope 
for forgiveneff of their fins: for faying 
them. They have a kind of Ave-Mary 
— - Bell for the times of their prayers : have 
pilgrimages to certain places, and have 
great indulgences promifed them for vift- 
ting them every year: they have a Tri- | 
bunal of general confeffion, and Troops of . 
perfons whocarry their Images in procef- 
fin, and have great honour to Reliques ; 
e{pecially to a Tooth of Xaca at Aeaco, 
‘which they look upon as of mighty vertuc, 
. 7 I4 being 


bait 


being brought forth, either to obtain Rain 


or Fatr weather: and which adds yetmore — 


cadfe of admiration, they have a Pope 


too, the Dairo, whom he calls Zazzus , 
who hath the chief care of Religion, and - 


of Canonizing whom he thinks fit, and 
thence have the honour of Cami’s or 


Saints, he confecrates Patriarchs and Pre- 


lates, who make Priefts with a power of 


_ facrificing with odors, and of difpofing the 


merits of Xaca.and Amida for the benefit: 
of the living andthe dead, Befides, faith - 
he, they have multitudes of Relizious Or- 
ders, Black and Grey, Eremitical and 
Cenobitical , and. Nuns which are very 
ferviceable and kind to the Bonzii, wha 
foave their Heads, profeff celibate, ab- . 
frain from fle(b and filb, and obferve their 
hours of devotion to Xaca. Thefe things, 


. Bartoli faith, he had from thofe who were 


eye-witnefjes, and had been tong conver 


fant among them. . But toincreafe the ad- 


Kircher. 
China él- 
lufr. parte 
2. Cy Ve 


Voyage dy 
Grender, 


Po 18, 
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fbipping of Reliques, Monafteries of mep 


miration yet more, Gresber in his late ac- 
count of his return from China, A. D. 
1661. by the way of Zaffa, or Baranto- 
fz, as Kircher calls it, but Greaber him- 
felf Baranateka ( where, he faith, #0 Chré- 
ftian had ever been) yet there he found 
ExtremeUnction, Solemn Proceffions, wore 


ana 


and women, bare-footed Miflfionaries, and 
feveral other things, which caufed amaze- 
ment in bims but above ail he wondred 
at their Pope, to whom they give divine 
honours, and wor{bip his very excrements, 
and put them up in Golden boxes, as a 

moft excellent Remedy again all mif- 
chiefs ; and to him all the Kixgs of Tar- 
tary make their folemn addreffes, andre- 


ceive their Crowns from him; and thofe xin, cnj. 
that come near bim, kiff his-Toe , ag ts pn-2tage 


Kircher faith , and give the fame adora- 
tion that they do tothe Pope at Rome; 
and, faith he, s only due to him: which 
he looks gn, as anotable trick of the De- 
vil, to fteal chefe cuftoms from Rome, and 
to carry them into fuch a remote part of 
the world, where he little dreamed of be- 
ing found out in his villany, had not 


Grenber chanced to have pafled that way — 


from China. I find thefe Auchours very 
much puzzled, what account to give of 
all tchefe cuftoms and ceremonies of theirs 
among Infidels and Idolatere: Kircher 
runs back to Presbyter Fobhn, others to 


S. Thomas; when alas! they all came 


from the very fame fountain , from 
whence they came into the Roman Charch, 
viz. folly and Superftition, 


And 
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Arq: | And they do not want wit to defend 

~~" themfelves upon the very fame grounds, 

that they do: as for inftance, in their 

worlbip of Images, and Saints, ( as they 

efteem them ) as moft proper to our pur- 

pole. Nicolaus Pimenta in his epiftle to 

Clawdius Aquaviva General of the Felu- 

its from Goa, A, D. 1600. faith, that 

Epifole when they difpated with the Brachmans, 

mit. about their worfbip, they told thems And 

1605.p. we likewife worlbip one God as well as 

839- yon, and refer all the honour to him which 

we give to ether things. I would he 

” had.told us what anfwer he gaye them ; 

but I find noc a word of that: neither can 

I fee what it was capable of, unlefs he 

told them, that they lied. And we have 

a confiderable Tefimony of an underftand- 

ing Gentleman of Rome, who had the cu- 

riofity to enquire ftriGtly into the worthip 

the Gentiles in Judia gave to their Deities, 

Viagei di that they have no other name to expref 

Pittro Del- theiy Deity gut Deu or Deuru, which are 
laVatlle Vikas ; ; h 

parte. + ewife given to Princess from whente 

Luteré. he infers that the Gods of the Gentiles al- 

1% = though adored and worfbipped both in am 

cient and modern times, were never look- 

ed on in the fame degree with God the 

Creator of the Univerfe, and wherein “e 

— : m0 
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moft all Nations of the world have and do 
hold him, fome calling him the Firft Caufe, 


others’ the Soul of the world, others Pera- . 


brahmi as the Gentiles at this day ip In- 


dia: Yat the other Gods are and were al-— 
ways with them, as Saints are with us: 


of the trath whereof 1 bave great argu- 
ments at leat amony the Indian Gentiles s 


or at the bighe/t they efteemed them only . 


a men Deified by the Favour of God, as 
Hercules, Romwlus, Auguftus, &c. Monf. 
Bermier when he was at the Usiverfity of 
the Brachmans in Benares upon’ Ganges, 
difcourfing with one of the moft learned 
men aniong them, he propofed to him the 


Queftion, about the adoration of their persiw 
Idols, and reproaching them with ir,’ as a Mémoires, 
thing very ‘unseafonable, they gave him be pee 
this remarkable anfwer, We have indeed 
inour Temples ftore of divers Statues, as 
thofe of Brahma, Mahadeu , Genich and 
Gavani, who are fome of the chief and 
molt perfels Deutas 5 and we have alfo 
many others of lefS perfection, to whom we 
pay great honour, proftrating our felves 
before them and prefenting them Flowers’, 
Rue, Oyles, Saffron and [uch things with 
much ceremony s but we do not believe 
thefe Statues to be Brahma or Bechen, cc. 
themfelves, but only their Images and Re- 

e pr fe _ 
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prefentations, and. we do not vive them 
_ that hondur but upon the account of what 
«they reprefent. They are in our Temples, 
besaufe it is neceffary for praying well, to 
bave fomething before our eyes that may 
fxs the mind, and when we pray, it é 
not the Statue we. pray. to, but he that is 
xeprefented by it, For the reft we ac- 
knowledge , that ’tis. God that is abfolute, 
and the only omnipotent Lord and Mafter. 
This, faith he, was hi anfwer without 
adding or fubftratting any thing. And I 
ara be sees =| T. : whether 
upon thefe principles..tliey were guilty of 
Idolatry, or no Lam ture their Church 
accounts them fo; and yet they neither 
believe their mages to be Gods, nor ter- 
minate their worfbip upon them ; and if - 
they be guilty upon thefe principles, :7.cG. 
can mever clear the Church of Rome, 
But befides, they have another way of 
defending themfelves, .which the fame 
~ Author gives this account of , viz. shat 
God or that Soveraign being whom they 
call Achar (insmutable) hath produced 
or drawn out of his own fubftance, not on- 
ly fouls, but alfo whatever ts material 
and corporeal in the Univerfe, fo that all 
the things tn the world are but one and 
the fame thing which is God bimfelf ; as 
o all 
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all numbers ave but one and the fame ani- 

ty repeated. If this principle of theirs 

were true, I hope chey might ftand upon 

even terms with 7, G.as to the adorats- 

on of the Hoff. For if the belief on one 

fide will juftifie his Church from Jdola- 
try, a fufficient ‘object of adoration being 

— fuppofed to be prefenc, I hope the fame 
fuppofition on their fide may do it too ; 
fo chac if men can be but foo/tfb and ex- 
travagant enough in their opinion about 

a thing, they need not doubt the lawful- 

nefs of the worfhip they pay to it. And — 
that this is not ameer {uppofition not on- 

Jy appears by the Teftimony of this in- 
— quifitive Perton, but by what Trigautias qyiscp, 
faith of the Chinefes , that this opinion is deexp. 
very prevalent among the Learned men ae ries 
there, that makes the world and God toc. 10. 
«be one fubftance, of which all particular — 
things are members ; and by what lexan pyprnine 
der Valignanus, Provincial of the Fefuits in Biblioth. 
the Jndies for thirty years, hath {aid upon * !© 
this fubject. In his difcourfe about the 
beft means of converting the Faponefe, 
printed by Poffevine, hetells us of a Seé 
among them, who hold but one prixciple, 
- which they call the firft- reafon, and the 
true opinion, ands the divine trath, and 

that this principle w all things, and all 
aE ag 2 , things 
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things are nothing but it extended. now 
and do return into it again upon their dif- 
folution, that the foul of map is the [ame 
with it, that men by inward contenpla- 
tion may now attain to 4 knowledge of 
and union with thy firft principle, and 
as one of the Faponefe converts faid, after 
4 man hath {pent thirty years in this com- 
templation, he is then fit to be Canont- 
zed, and tobe worfbipped among their Ca- 
mi’s, azd Fotoques. This firft principle 
they grant to be one, abfolutely Perfect 
and Wife, but not thoughtful, but iving 
tn perfect eafe and happineff. This, faith 
Bernier, i the great Cabala of the Brach- 
_ Mans asd Perlians ;,and if Valignanus 

may be credited, # faof the Fapenefes tao: 
and ic feems to be the very fame which 
Orpheus had from the Egyptians, and con- 
tains in ic the moft plaufible Reafox of 
«giving divine wor{bip toany thing, which 
1s propofed for adoration, Valignanws of- 
fers a great many arguments againft chis 
opinion, but I dare tay not one of them 
ftronger or plainer than thofe which are 
daily brought againft tranfubflantiation: 
and yer T. G. will by no means allow 
‘any Jdolatry therein, becaufe the obje& 
{uppofed to be prefens, deferves our ado- 
ration... But the generality of the people 

rn . * * Kaligna- 
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Valignanas confefles did acknowledge 2 
Supreme Being whom they called Texte, | 
and believed him to be the Governour of 
the world, and to him in their great dt- 
frrefjes they made fupplications, believing 
thas all things are well known by bim > 
but under bin they fwppofe many Camis 
and Fotoques to be, whows they asknow- 
ledye to have had a beginning, [uch as 
Xaca, and Amida, and Canon, and To- 
ranga and many others, tq whom they 
make their daily addreffes in their Tem- 
ples. And the Reafons which Valignanus 
gives againft this way of worfhip among 
them deferve our confideration, 1, Be- ..- 
cane. God only hath the power of confer-“* 
ring the bleffings of this life or anether- - 
nus; and his argument muft hold as | 
to both, ‘or elfe ie doth not reach home ; 
for the Faponefes are obferved more to- 
pray to their Saéwts or Deities for riches, - 
-and health and honour, than for what be- 
longs to another life. 2. Becawfe Xaca 
and Amida .and the reft of the Cami 
and Fotoque were once men, and there- 
fore the adminiftration of the world can- 
not be committed to them, being a thing 
above humane unvderftanding. Very well — 
again: and if this argument fignifie any 
thing, it muft-excend to their ne 
7 : 0 
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of receiving their addrefles for want of 
divine knowledge; otherwife they might 


_ pray to Amida and Xaca till, as Medi- 


ators at leaft between God and them. 


«3. Becaufe the world was, before they had 


4 being, and confequently was governed 
by that wife Being which made it ; and 


| be that difpofed of things then, doth fo 


fiill, therefore it is an abfurd thing to 
pray to and adore [uch beings which did 
not make the world, All which I grant 
to be reafonably, and truly faid, and on- 
ly defire theysmay be remembred againtt 
another day: and what he adds about the 
great affront which offered to God, when 
the honour which belongs to him wu gives 
to any creatures, either dead men, or Ima- 
ges, or Devils s and yet Be makes no fcru- 
ple notwithftanding the former preten- 
ces, to charge thefe Gentiles with Id0- 


——batry, 


Ie remains now, that I confider the 
Religion of the Chinefes,; that I mean, 
which is properly theirs, and is by Wri- 
ters commonly called the Fsr/? Seé# among 
them, and by: Afartinins the Philofophical 


prefat. At- se‘#, Although he admires them for | 


lant. Sinite 


Pe 7 


their morality, yet, he faith, alsbough 
anciently they did believe and worjbip one 


God, 
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God, yet that now they have lef? off to 

worlbip him becaufe they do not know how 

todo it: but Gresber, who came later 

from thence faith , that they do pro- 

fef to worlbip. one Supreme Being which 

they call Sciax-Ti, and adore him by cer- od 

_ tain facrifices of paper andipcenfe. They fhe . 
werlbip no Pagod or Idol, faith Semedo, p. 6. 

but acknowledge a Superiority or Deity , pee 

who able to chaffife or reward: but chinach 

they have no Churches wherein they wor- 1%: 

foip him, nor any divine fervice which 

they celebrate, nor any prayers that they — 

rebearfe, nor any Priefis or Minifters 

which officiate at his fervice. Yet they 

fpeak and write very honourably’ of him, 

neither do they attribute any undecent 

thing to him, as our Anceftors did to their 

Gods: but they have Temples for Heaven 

and Earth in Nankin and Pekim, iz. 

which the King‘. himfelf offers the facri- — 

fice; and in the Cities they have Temples 

for Tutelar Spirits, to which the Man-. 

darins do facrifice ; . as, to the Spirits 

of the Rivers , Mountains and four 

parts of the world, &c. and there are — 

Temples to the honour of yreat Benefar rein, de 

rie 4 to the publick, and therein are pla- chrift. exe 

ced their Images. Trigautius faith, thar ha bie 

he finds in. their ancient Books that the cio. 
|  K Chinefes 
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Chinefes did of old time worfbip one Su 
preme God,whom they called King of Heaven, 
or by another name Heaven and Earth: 
and befides him they worfbipped Tutelar 
Spirits 3 to the fame purpofe with Seme- 
do: and the fame, hefaith, continues fill 
in the learned Sect among them, whvfe 


— firft Author was their famous Confutius: 


to him they have a Temple erected inev- 
vy City with his Image, or his name ta 
golden letters, whither all the Magiftrates 


every new or fall Moon do refort, to give 


honour to Confutius with bowings, and 


wWax-candles, and incenfe: the fame thy 
do on his birth-day, and other fet times; 
thereto expreff their gratitude for the 
mighty advantages they have had by bis 
Doctrine, but they make no prayers to bim, 
and neither feek nor hope for any thing 
from him, They have likewife Temples 
to Tatelar Spirits for every City and Tri- 
bunal, where they make oblations , ani 


burn perfumes, acknowledging thefe to 


. Eartol; 
Afidt. bift. 
be Ie i. 73: 


have power to reward and punifb. Bar- 
tolé faith, at 2 not ont of any contempt of 
Religion, bat out of reverence to the Det- 


ty becaufe of the excellency of bis Ma- 


jefty, that they fuffer none but the King 


| ly the larger Power the Tutelar Spirits 


to offer Sacrifice to him: and according- 


are 


eo eee 
are {uppofed to have, thé preater Magi- 
firates are to attend their fervice: and 
the leffer thofe of Cities, and Afountains; 
and Revers. Butthat which is more ma- 


terial co our prefent bufinefs, iss. tocon- 
fider the Refolution of a cafe of i pte 


not long fince given at Rome by the Con 
gregation Of Cardinals de propaganda fides 
after advifing with and the. full confentof 
the Pope obtained 12 Sept.1645. Which 
refokation, and decree was Printed in.the 
Pref of the Congregation the fame year, 
withthe Popes Decree annexed ta it, and 


his peremptory command for the obfer- — 


vation of ic by all Atéfaonaries's and that 
Copy of the Refolution I have feen ; was 
attelted by a publick etary to dgree 
with the Original Decree: which cafe 
will help us very much co the right un- 


derftanding the Notion of Idolatryaccord- 


ing to thefenfe of the Church of; Rome. | 
The cafe wasthiss The Ad&feonaries of 


the Society of Fefaits, having had apien- — 


aiful harveft in Chind, and many of the 
Great men embracing the Chriffian Reli- 


gion by their means; the Adifromaries of © 


other Orders , efpecially the Francifcans, 


had a great ctrioficy to underftand the — 


arts, which che Fefaits ufed in. prevailing 
with fo maay Great perfons to. become 


Kz tion 
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Chriftians ; and upon full enquiry , they 
found they. gave them great liberty, as to. 
the five. Precepts of the Church, as they | 
callthem,: viz, bearing Maff, annual Con- 
felfton, receiving the Sacrament at Eafter, 
Fafting ad the {olemn times , and Tenths 
and Firft-fruits.: befides, they cid for- 
bear their Ceremonies of baptifm, their. 
ayl and fpettle in the ears, and fal/t in the 
mouth, when they baptized women, and 
giving extreme Unction to.them, becaule 
the jealoufie of their Husbands would not 
permit them toufe them ; but chat which 
is moft.to our purpofe is the liberty they 
gave the Mandarins.intwo things. 1. To 
go tothe Temple of the Tutelar Spirit in 
every City, as they are bound by vertue of 
their office to do twice a month, or elfe 
they forfeit their places, and there to 
proftrate chemfelves before the Zdo/, with 
all. the.extermal atts of adoration that 
- others nfed'; ‘and fwearing before it. when 
> they enter. into their office, fo they did 
— fecretly convey. a Crucifix among the 
flowers, that lay upon the altar, or hold 
it cunningly in their hands, and direé all 
their adorations to the Crucifix by the in- 
ward. intention of their minds, -2, Togo 
to the Temple of Keum-Fucu, or Cate 
CiUS, tmnice 4 year; and to perform all thé 
2, See folem= 
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folemnities there, that the reff did: and 
the fame as to the Temples of their An- 


— ceftors whith are eretted to their honour 


according to the precepts of Confucius ; 
becaufe the chinefes declared that they’ 
intended only to give the fame reverence 
to the. »emory of their Anceffors, which: 
they would do to themfelves if they were: 
— ftill living , and what they offer‘ to them 
is nothing but what they would give them, 
if chey were alive, without any intention 
to beg any thing from them, when they 
know them to be: dead: and the fame al- 
_lowance they gave, as to the Jmages of 
their Axceffors, about which many Cere- 
monies were ufed by them, The Ati//- 
naries Of S, Francés order, being wellin- . 
formed of the Trath of thefe things, from 
the Philippines they fend a Memorial to — 
the King of Spain concerning them, who 
by his Ambaffador reprefencs it to the 
Pope, whereupon the Gosgregation of Car- 
dinals was called, and after great delibe- 
ration and advifing with the Pope abouc 
it, they madetheir Decree, wherein, they - 
by feveral refolutions, declare it unlaw- 
fut upon any of thofe pretences to ufe acts 
in themfelves unlawful, and fuperftitious, 
although diretted by their intention to the 
worfbip' of the true God. And left any 
K3  —_—fhould 
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fhould imagine it'was only master of {caa- 
dal, which they ftood upon (as T.G. 
doth, about worfbipping towards the Sun)’ 
they make ule of feveral expreffions, on 
purpofe to exclude this, for fo they re- 
folve the feventh Quere, mullatenus licere, - 


it w by no.means lawful ; and the eighth,. 


nil pratextu, under no pretence what foe- 
ver, and.to the ninth exprefly, that it. 
could not be falved propter abfentiam gen- 


tilium, if there were no gentiles prefemt: 


| oad 
-.6. 


from this Refolution we may: obferye feve- 
ral things to our purpofe. © ES ee 
That Jdolatry. is conliftent wich the 


_ belief of the Supreme. God,. and referving 


[overaign worfbip.as due only to him: For 
the Congregation calls the Image of the 
Tutelar Spirit.an, Idol, and. contequeatly 


_ the 2c of adoration mult be Idolatry, yet 


Bartoli 
bift. Afi. 
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it is very clear that the chinefes’ ( efpeci- 
aily the Chriffiens ) did never. intend to 
siveto the Tutelar Spirit.the honour pro- 
per to the Supreme Deity: And Bartolt 
hath at. large proved, that the Chine/fes 
did. of old acknowledge the true God, and 


bis Providence over the warld: and that 


their Princes do worlbip the. fame God fill, 
to whom they offer Sacrifice: and they call 
him by two names, Santi, which figni- 
fies [upreme Monarch, and Tiencit, wd 
pe, oy Pee ee oe Be eae, . a 
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of Heaven, and as he tells us, they put 
4n apparent difference between Tiencity 
ana TVien{cin, 2 ¢. between God and An- 
«Gels, and fay that the power of forgiving 
fins belongs only to God and not to therm s 


that, spon a debate among the Miffio- - 


naries about the w'e of thefe words for 
the true God, and fome fcruples railed 
from fome mifinterpretations of it by an 
Athesftical Sect among them, they were 
fatisfied by plain and perfpicuous teftimo- 
ates ont of their Books, that they could 
mean no other than the true God: and 
thet he to whom the King every year of- 
fers facrifice a pure Mind, free from 
all mixture, governing all things, and 
therefore to. him all the acts of foveraign 

worfbip are performed, fuch us Sacri- 
— fices, Vows, Prayers and thank/pivings. 
Therefore the worfhip they give to te 
Futelar Spirits or Guardian Angels, (as 
they fuppofe them) mutt be of an isferi- 
our nature, and yet the Congregation of 
the Cardinals by the direction of the 
Pope, condemn this for /dolatry, 


That giving an Jnferiour worfbip onthe. 
account of created excellency, when it. 


appears to be Religions, is utterly uslaw- 
fut among Chriftians, For this is the on- 
ly imaginable reafon Why the Congrega- 


K 4 _ Chrifti- 
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tion did fo abfolutely condemn the wor-. 
fhip of Confutius and their Aaceftors ; 
and Hurtado in the explication of this de- 
 ghom, Ha cree, confefles, that the Chinefes did not 
tado Reo-. effeems Confutius, # 2 God, but only look- 
lutiones de ; | 
vero Mar, €4 08 Dims as a holy and vertuous Philofe- 
twio Fix pher, yet, faith he, becaufe they did thofe 
ls 2437 ats to him which are only proper to God, 

they commit manifeft Idolatry init, For, 
faith he, they who give to a creature the 
worfbip due only to God, do comet Idolg- 
try; and from hence the Gentiles who ac- 
 knowledged one God were Idolaters, be- 
caule they gave to the creatures the ho- 
nour -due to him, in the doing of which 
they made an acknowledgement of divine 
excellency in the things they gave it to, 
By which it appears, that there are fome 
external acts of wor/bip fo properto God, — 
that alchough a man hath never fo clear 

_apprehenfion in his mind of the Supreme 

excellency of God above the creatures he 
worfhips, yet the giving that worfhip to 
them makes his act Idolatry. The Fefu- 

its toexcufe thefe things, {peak very high 
things of Confutius, and of his admirable 
Life and doctrine , and furely not with-. 
‘out great reafon, if their relations hold 
true, as I fee no reafon to fufped them: 
bat the more Confutins is extolled, the 
a |  . . worfe 
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worfe they make their own cafe, for all 
thefe aéts of external worfbip towards 
him, are condemned for Jdolatry: and 


how then comes the wor/bip of Ignatius 


Loyola to be otherwife, who, I dare fay, 
never was fo great a Philofopher, nor did 
fo much good in the world, as the Fe/w- 
sts fay. Confutius did? But at laft, they 
would have all thefe honours to Confutius 
to be only cévil honours ; although Trs- 


| Martin, =~ 
gautins confefles , that he hath a Temple hift Sinie, 


in every City , that his Image with that !-4-p.151 


of hw Difctples, is fet up in tt; that 
thefe Difciples are looked on as a fort of 
Divi, ¢.¢. a Canonized Saints; that 
bere they make ufe of all the rites of ado- 
ration, genuflections » wax-caxdles, in- 
cen{e, oblations,prayers only excepted : but 
we fee, notwith{tanding all cheir pretences, 
the Pope and Congregation of Cardinals 
have condemned them as guilty of Zdolatry. 


That the Pope and Congrezation of Car- ~ 


divals were not of T. G’s mind, that dfs 
do certainly go whither they are intend- 
ea Forall thefe atts o£ wor/bip were di- 
rected by the éstextion of the perfonsto 
the fecret Crucifix, which lay-among the 
flowers upon the .d/tar; but notwith- 
ftanding , this in their opinion were a 


Bartolz | 
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fie obje& of werhhip, yet other circum- — 


_ frances 
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ftances did fo much a'ter the nature of it; 

‘that they declare thefe aéts co be in them- 
felves unlawful. By- actions going whi- 
ther they are intended, I do not mean,. 

as T.G, fugeelts , that the Phyfical af 

‘of the mind doth wot paff tothe ebject whi- 
ther the act 0s dorected, i, e. that Ido not 
think of chat which I do think of; but. 
my meaning is, that fuch a directing the 
“intention of the mind doth not give a 
moral densmination to the wature of the — 

. ation, viz. that it becomes/awful or wn-- 
lawful, by vertue-of Cachan intention of — 
_ the mind, bute that the Law of God may” 
‘ fo determine the nature of our. aé#s of 
 worfbip, as comake them unlawful, whar- 
ever the ##tention of the mind be. And 
thus che Congregation of Cardinals here 
refolves the cate; the Perfons ufed only 
thofe. ad#s of adoration that may be direct- 
ed to Ged, by a fecret intention of the: - 
mind ; they fuppofe a-Cracifix a fit ob- 
ject for divine worfbip, and going toge- 
ther into an Jdolatrous Temple, and ufing 
all the external eguévosal acts (as T.G. 
calls them) which che reft did, they di- 
- re&t their ac#s by vertue of this intention - 
to the crucifix; yet although the Coz- 
gregation thought this zatenxtion rightly 
'. direéted, they condemn ‘the == in 
oe | them- 
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themfelves unlawful. But of thefe things 
hereafter ; the firft obfervation being fut- 
ficient to my prefent purpofe, viz. tofhew 
that according to the prefent fenfe of the. 
Roman Church the practice of Idolatry is 
confiftent with the acknowledgement of. 
one Supreme God, Oo —- 


From the Zdelatry of the Eaff-Indies,}. 16; 
I proceed to that.of the Tatars, whofe 
Dominion hath extended it felf over thac - 

valt Continent fromthe urmolt North-Eaft 
parts, to che dorders of Ewrope that way 3 

and this acount I fhall give from the leaft 

fulpeted witneffes in this matter, viz, the 

Emiffaries of the Roman Church, who had 

-converfed moft among them, and made it 

their defign co underftand their Redigion, 

In 4. D. 1246, after the horrible devafta- 

tions made by the Tartars in Poland and - 

Hungary, Pope Innocent 4. {ent Fohannes 

de Plano Carpiné as his Legat, or Nuncio Fob & Plt 

to them: or after a year and four months ino carpini 
flay among them he gives this account of foim = 
their Religion, ##u Deum credunt, de Tartarisg 
quem credunt effe fattarem omniune vift- ¢.3- 
bilum, G invifibilinm; c& credunt eum 

tam bonorum in boc mundo quam pena- 

‘tum effe fattorem, non tamer orationi- 

tus; vel lawdibus aut ritu aliquo ip[{am 

—_ colunt. 
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—colunt. They believe.one God, whom they 
believe to be the maker of all things vifi- 
ble and invifible, and to be the Author of 
all worldly goods and. punifbments; and 
yet he faith, they had no manner of wor- 
{oip of bim: but.their. worthip they gave _ 
to Images , which he there ‘at large de- 

 feribes, But there is an éufertour Deityy’ 
past. ve Whom hie calls toga, Paulus Venetus Na- 
mt. de Ree tagay which they believe to be the God of 
orient. 1. 16 a .. : J 
eB. [je BRE earth, and him they worlbip with great 
aay.  faperflition ; and befides they worfbip the 
| Sun, Moon and Fire, and make oblations 
specal.bift. #° the = their firft Emperonr, and 
1. 29.072, the fame thing is affirmed by Vencentins 
a4 Bellovacenfis. After bim,: Lewes the ninth 
of France {ent William . de. Rubruqus, a 
Francifcan, A. D. 1253. who pafied | 
through the feveral Courts. of the Tar- 
tarian Princes, and gave.anexact account 
to his Prince of the Rekgion he found 
among them. In the conference he bad 

_'. with Afangu-Chan (who was then Empe- - 

Gal. de Rw rour ) about Religion; the Emperour told 

bruqnistti- him, we Moals ( which is the name they 

air. ¢. 43° ol) chemfelves by, that being the name of 
the Tribe from whence Fingiz-chaz came, 
the Tartars being another Tribe, but bet- 
ter known to the Exropeans, ) we, (faith 
he,) believe that that there is but. one 
4g 8 | God, 
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God, throush whomwe live and die; and 


we have an upright heart towards him: 
and he added, that as God had given to 
the hand five fingers, {o he hath yiver 
many ways to men. But there wasa Seét 
of Jdolaters among them, whom hecalls 
Tuinians , who held two firft Principles , 
and many Gods, but it feems by their dif- 
courle,that they acknowledged the Superio- 
rity of one above all the reft. For when 
the Frier {aid there was but one God; the 
Tuinian who difputed with him before 
Mangu-Chan, {aid, Fools fay there ts but 
one God, but wifemen fay there are manys 
are there nok great Lords in your Coun- 
try? and here is a greater Lord Mangu- 
Chan. Sos it of the Gods, becaufe in divers 
countries.there are divers, And afterwards 
_ he acknowledged, that there w one Higheft 
God in the Heavens, whofe Generation 
we know not yet, and tes are under bim, 
and under them theres one Inferiour: 
and in the earth there are infinite. And 
of another Sed, called Fagurs, he confef- 
fes, that they believe one God, and yet 
make Idols; from whom the Tartars had 


Ce 42 


their letters; and he affirms the fame of ¢, 27, 


the Afcals or Tartars in general, and yet 
they make and worfhip many Jmages: 


and their Priefls pray by their Beads, ba- 


ving 
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ving a firing with a hundred or two of 
Nutlbels wpon it; and the. repeating of 
certain words with them, they account me- 
ritortoas at Gods hand. Hatthon, the 
Armenian, agrees with the former, fay- 
Haithon- ing of the Tartars, that they confeff one 
Grint, tmusortal God.  Gregorius Abul-pharajin 
 €-48- . brings feveral examplesiof Fingiz-Chans 
acknowledging one Supreme and omnipo- 
tent God, (who laid the foundation of 
he = Tartarian Empire) asy when he mate 
Praraiwil’s his prayers to him wupon the injury ¢ 
te Gare Chan : when he owned hi des 
tobe given him from the God that w King 
over all amd omnipotent ; and therefore, 
Haithon makes that the firft command of 
ates Jingiz-Chan to his followers, that they 
biporien, MOE to believe and obey the immortal 
16. - God, by whom he obtained hws Empire, 
And that the Tartavs, who have notem- 
braced Afobemetifne, did ftill acknowledge 
and worlhip one Sapreme Ged maker of 
Heaven and Earth, 1s confefled by Facobas 
jee avarchus among the Indian Epifiles; 
varch .- andthe fame, Nécephorus Calliftus affirms, 
Epil. Af- of the ancient Twrks, who where a race 
Nico Of Tertars living beyond the Baétriss 

Callifth Mountains. | 
18.030 | The like might be eafily difcovered of 
the moft confiderable Nations of the - 
[nates } 
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yadies, if ic would nog have {welled this 

difcourfe inco too great a Bulk; in gene- 

ral we take this remarkable Te/fsmony of 

-Fofephus Acofta, a learned Spanifh Fefait, — 

who lived feventeen years in thofe parts, 

They, (faith he, fpeaking of the Jvdsans ) Foliph. 

ado commonly acknowledge a Supreme Lord ae me 

and Author of all things, which they of Moral Hi- 

Peru cad Viracocha, and gave him names ee of 

of great excellence, as Pachacamac, OF dies, Lg 

Pachaiackachic, which is the Creator of 8. ~ 

Heaven and Earth, and Ulapu which ss 

admirable, and {uch like, Him they did 

worlbip as the chiefeft of all, whom they 

did honony in beholding the Heaven. The 

like we {ee among ft them of Mexico, and 

China, sad all other Infidels, which ac- 

cordeth well with what is [aid by S. Paul 

ts the Ads of the Apofties , where he did 

fee the infcription of av Altar Ignoto Deo, 

To the unknown God: mberespon the 

Apoftle took occafton to preach. unto them, 

faying . Him whom you worfbip withpat 

knowing him, do I preach arto you, “In 

like fort thofe which at this day do preach 

the Gofpel to the Indians, find no great. 

difficulty to perfwade them that there ts a 

high God and Lord over all, and that this 

1 the Chriftians God; and the true God, 

As it is therefore a truth conformable to | 
reafon, 


falu- 
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veafon, that there is a Soveraign Lordand 
King of Heaven, whom the Gentiles with 
all their Infidelities and Idolatries have- 
not denied, as we fee in the Philofophy of | 
Timeus in Plat. ix the Metaphyficks of 
. Ariftotle, and in the Atclepius of Trifme. 
gift, as alfo in the Poefiesof Homer and 
Virgil s So the Preachers of the Gofpel 
have no great difficulty to plant and per- 
fwade this truth of a Supreme God, be the 
Nations to whom they preach never fo bar- 
barous , and bruitijb. But it is hard to 
voot out of their minds that there is no. 
other God, nor any other Deity than one: 
and that all other things of themfelves. 
have no power , being, nor working pro- 
_ per to themfelves, bat. what this greut 
and only Lord doth give and impart to 
. them, To conclude, It is neceffary to per- 

fwade them by all means, in reproving 
| their errogrs, as well in that wherein 
they generally fail. in worfbipping: more. 
than one God, as in particular, which w 
much more to bold for Gods, and to de- 
mand favours and help of thofe things. 
which are not Gods, nor have any power, 
but what. the trae God their Lord and 
Creator hath given. And in another. 
place he faith, Hoc enim commune apad 


omnium 


tel.g.c.10. 0mneS pene barbaros eft, ut Deum quidem. . 
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omnia rerum Supremum cy filmme bonim 

fatcantur. This ts common among almoft 

all the barbarous nations, to acknowledge 

_ me Supreme Goa, infinitely good, but 

there is fo pregnant a Te/fimeny concern- 

ing the acknowledgement of a Supreme 

De:ty among the Yacas of Perw, that ic 

ought not to be flightly pafied dver. The 

thing it felf isconteffed not only by 4co- 

fis, but by Eufebins Nicrembergius, Aw- -i6 Nie 
gaftinus de Zarate, Antonius de Calan-rem.bilte 
cha who was hiunfelf a Peraan born, and ees oe 
afterwards an duguftiniaz: andthefetwo” 7” | 
mention the conference between Atahual- Avgut. de 
pa the laft of the rucas, and Vincentins eu hueae 

-de Vatverde, about Religion, wherein,the 

‘Ynca told the Spanith Prictt , chat they a 

believed in Pachacamac the Creator of ee 
the world, aed after him they worfbipped ach. Brul. 

the San and Adon for their wuiver{al in- oe 

flaence on the world. But the moft per- | 

fet account of their way of worfhip is . 

delivered by GarcélajJo de la Vega, who 

was himfelf of the blood of the Yacas by 

the. Afether, and he corrects feveral mi- ': 

ftakes of Acoffe and other Spanifp As- 

thors, which were occafioned by their ig- 

morance of the Perwvian language and ie commere 

Cuftoms. He faith, thet Manco Capac, *i.Roet 
( who was the founder of che Empire ~ div, 256.46 

: ; the - 
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the Yncas,). did reduce the barbarous In: 
dians from the promifcuous Idolatry of al-. 
moft all forts of creatures before; to the 
worlbip of the Sun, as the great inftru- 
ment of Pachacamac iz the Government 
of the world , but although they had a 
great veneration for the Moon, as Wife 
and Sifter of the Sun, yet he cannot 


aa find that they did ever worlbip ber as a 
— Godde ff; or offer Sacrifices, and build Tem- 


ples to her. Thunder and Lightning they 


. called, the Executioners of the Fuftice of 


the Sun; and did not look on them as 


- Deities, as the Spaniards imagined. But 


the main th.ng he difcovers as to their 


Religion is, that they had only two Dei- 


ties, the one vifible , the Sun, the other 


_ invifible, the Creator of the world, whom 


they called Pachacamac, from Pacha which 
(ignifies the world, and Camac from the 


‘verb Camar to exliven, and that from 


Cama the Souls fo that Pachacamac # as 
much as , the Soul of the world: which | 
sword they had in fo great veneration that - 
they durft not prononnce it but with s 
great deal of ceremonie, and with the moft 
humble pofture of adoration: which was 
the external foveraign worfbip which they 
gave to the Supreme Deity, and above 
what they. gave to the Sun, whofe name 
: | - they 
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| they did ufually pronounce: from whence 


he infers, that’ although the external wor- 
{hip of sacrifices was performed to the Sun, 


yet they had in their Soul a greater ado- | 
ration to Pachacamac, 4s aninvifible Deis. 
ty, that gave being and life to the world, 


He faith , that without all queftion the 
Yncas and thetr Amautas or Philofophers, 
did intend no other by this word, but the 
true Soveraisn Creator of the world ; how- 
ever the Spaniards thought fome Devil was 
underftocd by et: but, faithhe, the Indt- 
ans when they meant the Devil they cal- 
led him Cupay; and at the naming him 


did (pit on. the ground in token of execra- 


tion , but when they mentioned Pachaca- 
mac, they did it with all the Reverence 
and Devotion imaginable, And withall 
he adds, that whatever Acofta azd others 


fay, this « the proper name for God in . 


the Peruvian Language; and they do wot 


know how to expreff him otherwife; and 


that all other names given by the Spani- 


_ ards,as Vici Viracocha, Pachaia Chacher, 


Pacharurac , do mot fet forth the unex- 


preffible Majefty of God in their. Tongue, 
as Pachacamac doth. Hetells us, that it 
was an inviolable Law of the Yncas, 
throughout their Empire , that Divine 
swor{bip foould be given only to Pachacamac 

—— La a 
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as the Soveraion Deity, and to the Sap 

for the great benefit the world received 

by him: and that it was held @ very re- 
proachful thing among them to attribute 

the Name, Honour, Authority, Power of 

God or any other Divine perfections to 

any fablunary things: but they had an 
infertonr reverence for the Moon as wife 
and Sifter of the San, and for the Stars, 

which they called her Daagzhters and Ser- 

vants of her Houle, and fo they had for 

their Yncas too, whole bodies were fet 
up in the Temple of the Sus in Cozco, on 
1.3620 either fide his Golden Image, and in the 
Chappel of the Moon were the bodies of 
the Emspreffes after che fame manner : in 

Bor, Which he obferves, that the Yncas were 
“"— gpont to make their vows to the Atoon, 
and recommend themfelves to her as their 
Mother ; but they offered no facrifices to 
her, as they did to the Sex. They. have 
likewife great refpect for che Stars, and 
efpecially for che Planet Venus, which 
they call rhe Page of the San, as they 
have for the Thwader, and Lightning , 
and Thunderbolt, which he faith again, 
they did not hold to be Gods, but to be his 
dome fick Servants, which the Spantards, 
becaufe they reprefented them as three in 
one, miftook for the-Trisity worlhipped 
ae | | “amone 
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among them, which Exfebius Nierember= 
gius from Acofta calls Tangatanga: Gar- 
cilaffo knew nothing of it, buc faith, thac 
they called them Yiapa. They have like- ° 
wife a great veneration for the Rainbow 
asthe production of the Suz; and for 
the City of Cozeos butas to all thefe, they 
giveonly an ézferiour and honorary worfbip — 
to thems buc they referve the Soveraign 
internal worfbip for Pachacamac, and ex- 
ternal by facrifice for the San. This — 
Pachacamac, a\choughhe had no Temple 
creed by the Yucas, yet the fame’ Au- | 
thor tells ms, that under the power of '%° 300 
Cuy(mance, King of the Yuscas, there was 
aValley, called the Hatley of Pachacamac, - 
where was a Temple erected to his wor- 
foip, and when the Yxca of Perwdemand- . . 
ed fubjeCtion co him, and to joyn in the 
worlhip of the saz; he faid, Pachaca- 
mac was Creator and preferver of all, ¢. 3%, 
and therefore greater than the San, whom 
they worfbipped, with the utmoj? expref- 
fons of adoration, the King himfelf not 
daring to enter the Temple with his face 
towards his Image; and befides Him they 
only worlbipped the Oracle of Rimac, . 
4nd Mamacohca i.e. the Sea, But for the 
San, they found too great inconvenience 
by bis beat for them ta worfbip him. 
| L 3 ‘The 
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The Yxca replyed , that they did not on- 
ly worfbip the Sun, but Pachacamac too 5 
but becaufe he was aninvifible and incom- 
prehenfible Deity, they offered. him no fa- 
crifices, nor built him any Temple: but 


they had the greateft inward ueneration 


towards him, which they expreffed by all 
pulfible demonftrations as oft as they men- 
tioned his name. Ac laft the difference 


~ was compofed on thefe terms, the Yancas 


rs Ge Go Ge 


were to retainthe Temple of Pachacamac, 


but cto forbear any Jmage of him, as un- 
worthy of him, and humane facrifices , 


and to receive the worfhip of the Sax; 


and the Y”cas to admit the Oracle of Re- 


mac. Huayna Capac, one of the Yxcas , 
‘made ufe of this argument to the High- 


Prieft his Uscle, that the Sen could not 
be the Supreme God: who dares, {aid he, 
command me to go 4 long journey and ne- 
wer reft? But if I command any Officer I 
bave to ato Chili, be dares not difobey: 
farely then, faith he, our Father the Sun 
(fo the Yacas ftillcalled him) muft needs 
have a greater Lord than himfelf, which 
commands him to take fuch a journey eve- 
ry day. Bythefethiggs, ic fully appears, 
chat the mighty Empire of Perz, while ic 


was under the Power of the races, did 
_ acknowledge one Supreme God, to whom 


i 
is 


- they : | 


25) 2 a 
they gave internal worfbip as moft pro- — 
per for him, and external adoration at thé 
mention of ‘his name, although they of- 
fered their Sacrifices.to the Sax. And it 
is obfervable what the fame excellent z- 
thor farther adds, that the Indians wor-t.o.t4 
shipped Pachacamac, under the very title = 
ef the Unknown God: which was thein- | 
fcription on the Altar at Athens, from | 
whence S. Pawl faid, whom ye ignorantly 
worfbip, him I declare unto you.  & 

Acofta faith, that the Supreme God was Acofal. 3) 
worfbipped in Mexico with a very magni-64 
ficent Temple, and.after bim the Sun; in- : 

Virginia, one that had it from intimate 
familiariry with the Priefts declares, that rariors 
they believe there are many Gods, which detcript- 
they call Mantoac , but of diffrent forts 1V"e™ 
and degrees, one only chief and great God, _ 
which hath been from all eternity, who, 
as they affirm, when he purpofed to make 
the world, made firft other Gods of aprin- 
cipal order, to be as means and infbra- 
ments to be ufed in the creation and yo- 
vernment to follow, and after, the Sun, — 
Moon, and Stars, as petty Gods, and in- 
firuments of the other order more princi- 
pal. And when Tomocomo a. principal — 
perfon of Virginia was here in Englands Purch 
he averred,: shat they worfbipped the God Pilerl.8s 
cee ia ee 
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that made Heaven and Earth: who was 
the Author of all good to them. Creuxi- 

ws the Fefuit, in his late Heffory of Cana- 
creux. bit 44 faith, that when Paulus Juvenaus 
€anad. lt. defcourfed with the Inhabitants about Goa, 
BS and deferibing him to be of infinite power, 
sand that made Heaven and Earth, they 
cried out to eachother Atoachan, Atoa- 
chan , tatimating that all:things were 
made by that God whom they. worlbipped 
under that name: but they believe the 
. feafons of the year, and the affairs of ba- 
__.wnane life to be managed by certatm Sps- 
(B86 rits under him, whom they endeavour to 

_ propitiate by certain rites of worfbip. 

* Leo Africanus, tettifies concerning (ome 

_ . of the ancient .4frican Idolaters, that they 
Len Afiic. worlbippea Guighimo » 4.0. the Lord of 
defirlp.. Heaven; which part of Religion, helaith, 
Afil twas not delivered to thens,, by any Bree . 
7 phet ox Feacher ; but was infpired into 
them by God bimfelf. Varensus takes no-- 

tice of the falfe and imperfe@ defcriptian 

. which is commonly given of the Religros 
varen, de Of the Negroes, and faith , he underftood 
dive. by thofe who lived long anung them, that 
Cen RUE: ithough they worlbip many Gods, yet they 
Ae ee Se ias eal tals int! Sleica oe eden 
rk acknowleage one Supreme, whom they call 
—- Fetiflo: aad believe bim to be the Author 
+ both of the good andevil they rbceive, and 


—— Ci53) 
therefore endeavour to appeafe him by 

many Sacrifices, Ceremonies and Prayers, 

Mande lflo faith, of the Inhabicants of Ats- a 
daga{car, that he was informed, that Voyage rf 
they believe there t one God who made > 
Heaven and Earth; and will one day pu- 

utlo bad actions and reward the good. 

Fok, de Barros faith, that the Inhabitants | 
of Monomorapa, believe iz one God whows BON Dike 
they call Mozimo; and if we believehim, ~" " 
they worfbip nothing elfe befides hing: the rinda dee 
fame others fay of the AZordui, a people Jip. Or- 
thar inhabit the farther parts of Agu{co- ator 
wy, who declare, thet they worfbip only ‘98.Cofnic 
‘the Creator of the Univerfe to whom they... 
offer the firft fruits of all things, evenof 
their meat and drink , cafling fome parts 

‘of thems towards Heaven: but they have 

no Idols, nor bapti{m, and [ay they live 
according to mature: but Brietius faith, 


they worfbip Idols, or ave Mabumetans. ety & | 


Texeira and Pimenta fay that the Secf of 5." ee 


the Baneans called Lon Kab, worfhip on- Indie vers 
ly the Supreme God, without Idols ; but : se a 
Mexery bath Idols:and doth worlbip them. : 
Fofephus indus, a Native of Cranganor 

faith , thas the Gentile Idolaters there, pinens, ip 
did worlbip the Godof Heaven, under the ep. ind. 
form of a Statue with three faces, and fu 
bis bands folded, whom they called Tam- 3. 
| 7 7 bram : 


de Mofo. 
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bram: and he faith, the King of Calecut 

| 3 of the fame Religton with them of Cran- . 
Lid:vy. BAMOr: and Ludovicus Vartomannus faith, 
ten.Navig that in Calecut, they call the Great God 
_ &S- G21. Tamerani , whom they believe. to be the 
maker of the world; but he.adds ,° that 

they believe him to live at eafe, and that 
be hath committed the Government of the 
_.. . world to Deumo, whofe Image they wor- 
— fbip, having on his head, faith Vartoman- 

“ "nus, jut fuch a Crown as the Popes of 
~ Rome have, only it hath three horns upon 
Sarit. st: andthe fame is confefled by Farrécws. 
ie eo , The’ people of Narfinga likewile belseve 
ome Supreme God, but worfbip Idols as 

rinde, the reft of the Indians do. Lin{chotex,- 
z 1745+ gives this general teftimony of chem, shat 
Neviz., although they worfbip the Sun and Moon, 
33 = yet they acknowledge one God, Creator 
_ and Goverxor of all things ; and do believe 
the rewards and punifbments of another 

/ . ‘bife to be according to mens good or bad 
< aétions in this life. ° But withall they wor- 
foip Idols called Pagodes, after [uch ater- 
rible reprefentation as we make. of De- 
vils, whom they affert to have lived for- 
merly upon earth, and to have been fa- 
mous for fanétity and miracles, and to 
whom they addreff themfelves, as Media- 
tors to the Supreme God for them. The 
oe < Kingdom 
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Kingdom of Siam is {uppofed to have-been | 
the ancient Seat of the Bramans , from 
whence the Religion of the Indies did 
fpread ic felf: and here’ schouterx, who li- schoxtens 
ved long among them, faith, that the defcripe. 
coxsmson perfwafton of the Gentiles, al b rin i 
though different in other points, ts, that 
there is one Supreme God, who created all 
things, and after him many inferionr Gods 
in Heaven 5 that men fhall receive 
rewards aud ‘punifbments.in another 
life according to their aitions here. And 
that this Religion hath. been delivered 


down to them by the fucceffion of many 


ages; and confirmed by the Teftimony of 

Saints, whofe memory they worfbip in 

their Images, which they have fet up like 

fo many leffer Deities: who have merited 

Heaven by their good works. The Ce- 

remonies of their worfhip , the satare of 

their Images, the manner of their Obla- 

tions, the cuffoms of their Talapois, (or 

Friers) are fach, that, fome few things 

excepted , one would imagine no great 

difference between the Varelles of Siam, 

and the Fefaits Church and : devotions 

there. 44, de Bourges, who hath given Relation ds 

an account of the late French Adiffionin- Jim oa 

to thofe parts, confefles, that their ex- Eveque de 

ternal devotion to their Images 1s extra: SON. 
ordinary, °0°7 


i. Se gilt gh Se ay ee ee ee ee et ee ee eS ee ee ee eee 8 eg ee eee 
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ordinary, that they offer no bloody facréf- 


es, bus all their oblations are of the 


fruits of the earth : and that they free 
themfelves from the charge of Idolatry , 
becaufe they acknowledge and worfbip one 


Gad, who xs Lord over all ; aid that their 
Images are intended to preferve the Me- 


mortes of their Saints, that by the fight 
of them the people might be excited to jrst- 
tate their vertues. And it is Very true, 
faith he, shat the Priefts of Siam do thas 
anfwer the Chriftians who charge them 


with Idolatry, and think themfelves no 


more guilty than the Miffionarses of the 
Church of Rome who charge them. But 
he thinks, he hath cleared rhe difference 
between them by faying , that thofe of 
Siam sve more uncertain in the belief of 
the Supreme God, and defectivein giving 
any peculiar worlbip to hin: and that 
they cerminate their worfbip abfolutely up- 
ow their Idols, and ask of them thofe 
things, which God alone can give. Asco 
the former, we have feen the general con- 
fenc of. the Jadians in the belief of « 


. Supreme. God, (which is no token of 
“” gheir uncertainty ) and that many of 
them did chink éwterzal worfbip mot pro- 


per to him, and for che latcer, if they 


- {uppofe thofe Desties to be fo by partici 


pation, 
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pation’, and fabordinate to the Supreme, 
Ido not tee, how the difference is made 
appear between the addveffes they made 
to their Saints by cheir Jwsages, and thofe 
mace in the Cherch of Rome; unlefs it be 
fufficient to fay , that the Pope at Rome 
hath only power to Cmonize Saints, and 
not the High-Prieft of Siam. And there- 


fore Campanella very wilely confefles #p0% campenet,. 
thefe principles, the Heathens were mo Atheifm 


more guilty of Idolatry than themfelves , 
in cafe the perfons they worfbipped had 
real vertues: and he doth not blame 
the wifer Gentiles, but the commen people 
who forget the true God, and worfbipped 
their Varelles or Images with che worfbip 
cf natria, which the Charch of Rome like- 
wile gives tothe Croff: but of thefe things 
afterwards. 

If from the ssdies, the model of this 
Difcourfe would allow us to fearch into 
the Idolatries of thele Northern parts, we 
fhould find that the Watsons which were 
the deepeeft funk into Idolatry, did yet 
retain a fenfe of one Supreme Deity. 
Among whom we may jaftly reckon our 
Saxon Anceffors; and yet from the Ge- 
thick Antiquities which have been lately 
publithed , we have reafon to believe, 


that there was a Supreme God acknowledged 


triumph. Ce 


LI. fo 15$. 


among 


- 
em 
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dda lai. 4m0ng thems too, For in the Edda of Snor- 
doram edix x9 Sturlefon which contains the ancient 


tad Reft- 
nio Hau- 


Religion of the Goths; the firft Queftion 


nie. A.D. propofed is, who was the Supreme, and 


1665. 


Mytholog. 
me 


the moft ancient of the Gods ? To which 
the Anf{wer is, that the moft ancient of the 
Gods ts called Alfader, the Father of all: 
and he had twelve names which are there 
enumerated: and after it is faid of him, © 
that Fhis God lives for ever, and go. 
verns all things, that he made the Hea- 


ven, and Earth, and Air, and all things 


in them; and which is the greateft of 


all, Ae meade Man and gave him a Soul 


that fhould live for ever, although the body 
be deftroyed ; andthat thofe who were zood 
Sbould be with him ina place called Gimle 
or .Wingulf, but thofe that were bad to 
Hela , and from thence .to Niflheim.: 


Which Niflheim, they add, was made ma- - 


ny ages before the Earth; and then they 


- proceed to the creation of things , which 


is there reported aftera fabulous manner, 
Tec is:true, this Tradition cameto be cor- 


rupted among them, when the attributes - 
and worfhip belonging to this God were 
given to that ‘Prince who conducted the 
Goths from their former Seat about the 


Palus Maotis into the Northern Regions, 


who was called Odiz, or woden ; and fo 
— . there 
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there came in fuch a confufion in their 
idolatry as was among the Greeks be- 
tween Fupiter Olympius, and him of Creet. 
But fince. they do mention this Odiz as - 
chief of the fe, and tell the cicumftan- 
ces of his leading the people firft to one 
place, then toanother, they cannot mean. 
by him, the fame God whom they affert 
to have been from eternity, and to have 
created all things: but all this confafion 
did arife among them and other Nations, © 


- avhen vain and ambitious men did take 


"upon them the names of the Dety on pur- 

pofe, that they might have worfhip given 

to them; and fuch.a one this Odzw is de- 

{cribed to have been by. all the Northern 

Hiftorians ; and from hence likewife the 

names of Deified men, have been given 

to him ‘whom they worfhipped for the 

_ Supreme God, .Thus alfo Thor was the | 

Son of Odin, yet in fome of the Northern 

parts, they worthipped the Swpreme Dez- 

ty under his name, attributing the power 

over all things, even the znfertour Deities 

to him. And accordingly he was wor- 

fhipped with « Crown on bis Head, 4 olas mag: 

_ Scepter in his hand, and twelve Stars ¥ bift.t3. 

about him;.as he is defcribed by O/aws “* 

Magnus and others; and Fob. Atfagnus 

faith, that Thor-was worfhipped in the 
——_— Golden 


, bel 
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‘steph. Stee Golden Temple at Upfalia, tanquam poten- 
phan. Com- tiifimus cy. fummus omninm Deorams 
we, andto thisday among the moft barbarous 
i. 6. Laplanders the Supreme God is worthip- 
ola, worm. ped under the fame reprefentation of Thor, 
Morn (as we are informed by a late credible 
‘Alb. crant.-Writer ) and to him they give befides , 
Vandal. thename of Famals : under him they wor- 
| tb magn. Ship a Deity, whom they call Storjunkare, 
hift.Goth. Or Vice-Roy, like the Tartars Natagays 
— Sdufon Under whofe care. they fuppofe all inferi- 
“Lappon.c. Our Creatares to man tobe, and therefore — 
7-p-6te they living much by hunting, make many 
fupplications to him, and worfhip him un- 
der the reprefentation of a rough ho.low 
ftone , which as rude and barbarous as 
they are, they are far enough from think- 
ing to be the Deity it felf, bat only a Sym- 
bol to reprefent him. And the Zdolatrons 
inhabitants of Samogitiz , although they 
worfhip a multitade of Géds under feve- 
sal names, and as having a particular care 
over fome things,- and a fort of Serpents 
as Minifters of their Gods, yet they con- 
gota. {els a Supreme God: fo Laficiws faith, 
cine de St they have one omnipotent God, but many 
;. oe — Lemopacii, or terreftrial Gods; which he 
Fob. mele. there at large enumerates; and the fame - 
ip. dt is acknowledged by Fob, Adfeletins, who 
raj: ‘lived among them and defcribes ~ Ido- 
aaa i atrous 
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larrous cuftoms in an Epiftle to Georg, 
Sabinus, A, D.15§3. who faith, thatin 
the firft place they invocate Occopirnus, 
the God of Heaven and Earth; and then 
the inferionr Deities who are fet over the 
Sea, Air, Spring, woods, &c. Thus far 

- IT have clearly proved, that the acknow- 
ledged Jdolatry of the prefent world, doth | 
. not exclude a Supreme God, but either 
the. Jdolaters fappofe him to be above 
theit worfbip, or chink it not wxzlawful to 
worlbip inferiour Deities with the fame : 
— external ats of worfbip which they per- 
form to the Sapreme God. 


The Jaft thing I fhall prove the con- 9. 17. 
fiftency of Idolatry with giving Soveraign 
Worthip to the Supreme God by is, from’ | 
the Teffzmony of chole Fathers who have 
charged fuch Chriftians with Idolatry, con- 
cerning whom there could be no difpute 
whether they believed and worfbipped a 
Supreme God, | a 

Athanafins frequently lays this to the | 
: i Athanaf. te 
Charge of the Arians, that by giving ado- “1 ay 
vation to the Son of God, f{uppofing him to ovat. 1p. 
be a Creature, they did bring in the Hea- 286 td. | 
thew Idolatry among Chriftians: Mises Peni” “iG 
Abpvaes 1D) P' Ose Adwy , 4 Os dv “EMuves y— 
AatpeUons Ty x7icer ag Ty xuowle Osbr, 


M which 


| p. 296, 


| p. 29 Je 
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which words aré the more remarkable; 
becanfe he accufes than of dbing the fame 
thing, which $.Paul charges the Gentiles 


“with ; which therefore doth not imply),. 


the paffing by the worfbip of the Creator , 
but giving the - divine vorlbip to a 
creature, which they do to the Supreme 
God, The fame words he repeats ‘after- 
wards in the fame Oration, and defires 
the Arians to thew the differezce becween 
the Greeks and them, if they believed. 
Chriff not to be the true God, but only by 
participation, as the Greeks [uppofed their 
Gods to be. The force of this argument 
were wholly loft, if either the Greeks 
fuppofed many ésdependent Deities , or 
Idolatry were inconfiftent with the acs 


knowledgement of one True God ; for the 


Arians might upon either of thofe grounds 


have fhewed the diparity between them 
and the Greeks. Afterwards he faith 


exprefly, they fell into the Polytheifm of 
the Greeks 3 from whence ic unavoidably 
follows, that their Polythei{m did not fup- 


pote feveral Deities of wecef[ary and erer- 


nal exiffence, but one Original and Sa- 
preme God, and the others only made fo 
by participation from him. If,it be im- 


~poffible for a man who hath a right opi- 
‘hion of Gods szcomparable excellency 


_above 


+ (163) 

above-tthe moft noble creatufes, to attri- 
bute che honour due to Ged alone, to chat - 
which he conceiveth to be a mere crea- 
ture ; then the Arians were. unjuftly 
charged with Jdolatry ; for they were fup- 
pofed to do that, which it feems is im: - 
poffible to be done; for they afferted, 
Chrift to be a mere créatare, and yet . 
Athanafins {aith, they were therein gail: 
ty of Idolatry, aithough they believed God . 
- to be iacomparably above his creatures 5. _ 
in as much as all créacures, and Chrift . 
himfelf had what he had by participation 
from him: and whatever excellencies are 
attributed toa meré creature, asto Power, 
or Wifdom or Goodnels, fuppofiag them . 
to be derivative from a Superior Being, : 
they do ftill fuppofe an incomparable di - 
ftance between the Creator and thecrea- . 
ture. And it is farther obfervable in. 
Athanafiuey chat he doth not lay the force: 
of his argument in any diftinCtion of the 
degrees of the divine worfbip, but ulech 
promifcuoufly che terms of Zatria and Da- — 
liay asto the worfbip given to a creatures. 4 
for where he {peaks afterwards of the ». 325, 
Arians and Gentiles agreeing in giving 
divine worfbig to a creature, he thus ex- 
prefles it, tH xricw deadorms oop ry xitcat- 
m™ ved waders Osdv, civing the worlhip of Dr= 

Me lia 
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lia'to'a creature as well as to the Creator; 


not as though he looked on the worjbip 
of Delia as diftin& from Latvia, but by 
ufing thefe words promi(cuoufly he fhews, 
thac he underftood by both of them chat 


divine worfhip which is alone proper to 


God, and which being given to a cres- 
tnre makes it Idolatry. He farther faith, 
that fuppofing what excellencies we pleafe 
in Chrift, although derived from God, yet 
if we withal [uppofe him to be a mere 
man, if we give divine worlbip to him, 


‘we [ball be fownd avSeumoardreg worlbip- 


pers of man, i.e, {uch kind of Zdolaters 
as the Heathen were in the worfbip of 
Deified men: from which nothing can be 
more evident, than that the fuppofing 
the moft real excellenctes in a creature to 
have been by participation from God, 


doth not take off from the guilt of zdols- 
try, when that wor/bip is given to the 
_creatare , which belongs only to God. 


S. Athanafius farther argues, that nothing 
but the divine nature ts capable of adora- 
tion, and nat any created excellency how 

reat foever it be. For faith he, zf rhe 
height of glory did deferve adoration, then 
every inferiour creature ought to worfbip 
the Superior , but it ts no fuch matter, 


Kievan 70 Klisua & wessnuvd , for one cres- 


cure 


4? a 
tore is not to worlbip another, but afer= — 
vant his Lord, and the creature God. 
From hence Peter forbad Cornelius. who 
would have worfbipped him faying, For I 
alfo ama Man. And the Angel s. John. 

faying, See thou do it not, for I am alfo 
thy fellow fervant ; worfbip God. Whence. 
heinfers, not that the Angel complement- 
ed S. Fobn, nor that S. Peter only did iz 
to fbew his humility, but O8 %& pire & 
Tenaeidu, that it proper only toGod.to 
be worfbipped, without any diftinétion of 
the nature, kinds, or degrees of worthip. | 
But how many diftinétions would T. G.: 
and his Brethren make before they would 
grant that propofition ? It is true, fay’ 
they, of Latria, foveraign and abfolute 
worlbi > which ts proper only to Gods but 
“Rot f an inferiour kind of divine wor- 
foip, which may be given to a creature on. 
the account of divine excellencies commu- 
nicated to it by God: This we may fup- 
pole was the Anfwer of the Arians s but 
5. Athanafiue was not certainly fo weaka 
man to argue at this rate, if he had fup-- 
pofed chisa fufficient anfwer, for-he could 
noc but forefee ic; and a man of fo 
much underftanding, as it is evident he 
was, would have prevented this anfwer if: 
hehad thought ic to the purpofes but in- 

Le 4 M3 ftead 
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if-he were a creature, 4 dv yer ban 


the B. Virgin in their prayers ov pratfes: | 


reputation in the Church of Rome have 


| 
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ftead of that, he fets him(elf to prove, : 


that the Angels, knowing themfelves tobe 
creatures, bave on that account rejected al 
divixe worfbip ; on the other fide the An- 
gels are commanded to worlbip Chrsft, and 
Chrift did receive divine worlbip; there- 
fore, faith he, det the Arians burft them- 
felves they 6an never make it appear that 
Chrift would have been worfbipped, if be 
had been 4 creature. And ta preventall 
fubserfuges in this matter, in his fourth 
Oration, he argues againft joysing Chrif 
together with God in our prayers te him, 


aakiy ape i aaress x TH Ayyéror, a apy 
mos HW dor xnopdrav, No mam would |. 
ever pray to receive any thing from God 
ana Angels, or from Ged and any cree 
tare. Little did Arhanafins think of meat |. 
faysing God and the Saints , or Gea and |. 


little did he imagine, chat ever it would 
have heen. received in the Chriftian 
Church, to conclude their Books witha 
Dexology to God and the B, Vérgin, Law 
Beo ce B.Virgini, asmapy of thegreatelt 


done: and ag Baroxius hath dane it very 
folemaly at the end of every Tome of his 
Anuals: as at the conclufion of the ir 

| alter 
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afcer the mention of the Father, Sonand ae 
Holy Ghoff, headds, Nee non cr fanctiffa- Bavon.Ann. 
me Virgini Dei Genitrici Marie, ut con-U.r i 
ciltatrict Divini Numinis, ipfi mamgue fi- 
cut hac omnia noftra accepta ferimus, tla 
periter Ce offerimus s ut ipfa eadem qua- 
Lacangque fint dileéta filio [ua porrigat, Cc. : 
And in the end of the fecond he hath. . | 
thefe words, Et beneficti menor attora 356 ri 
gratian (oratio) ex more ad fanctiffima Fin . 
Dei Genitricis Maria pedes prona fe fler-— 
nat, wb Cui accepts fert Omnia, dono of> 
ferat quicquid 2 Deo fe .ejus precibus in- 
sellivst confecutam, Is not this joyning 
Ged and the ereatare together, which — 
Athaxafias fappofes. no Chriftian would 
everdos but fuppofing they did it, he 
doth not ac all fuppofe them to be excu- 
fed from Jdoletryin fo doing, But 4tha- = __ 
nafius goes on fhewing, that if the Ari- nt 
ans cosfeff Chrift to be God, and to be of *"*™ 
a dipintk fubfance from his Father, they 
mufi bring in Polytheifm, or at leaft wor- 
fbip two Gods, the one uncreated and unbe- 
gettes, the other created and begotten: 
and in fo doing they muf? oppofe one tothe 
other. = For, faith he, #93 Yaw idav cine 
ww tetive Ad rh Rivage 5 Bagicus TD ads 78 ve 
os 4 wis inselas, we canmot fee one tz 
| the other , besaufe of their different xa- 
M4a- ~~ tures 


a 


( 168) 


— tures and.operations, WWhichis-an argu- 


ment I defire T. G. to confider the weight 
of. He is proving, that fuppofing Chrift 
to be of a different nature from God, -al- 
though he had all imaginable: excellencies 
in him communicated from the Father , 
yet God could not be worthipped ‘in the 
swor(bipping of the Son, but thefe twa 
wor{bips mutt be oppofite to each other, 
becaute the one is the wor/bip of a crea- 
ted, the other of an éucreated Betng. 
How far was Athanafius then from fup- 
poling, thatthe.wor/bip given to any crea- 
ted Being on the account of communtca- 
ted excellencies , is at’ lah carried to the: 
Supreme, and terminated only upon him? 
For, he faith, that thefe two worfbips do 


wgrayorileden fight one againft the other: 
and therefore who ever do give [uch diffe- 


rent wor{bipsthey muft bring in more Gods. 
than one, which an Apoflafie eg one 
God: where we ftill obferve chat Poly- 
theifm is confiftent as well as Jdolatry , 
with the acknowledgement of one Supreme 
Being: and that they are {aid to worfbip 
other Gods, who do believe the true, but 
give divine worfbip to aCreature, And 


- therefore he would have she Arians #0 


reckon them{elves together with the Geo- 
tiles: awd althouzh they foun the reproash 
| | 49 


(169), 
of the name, yet they hold the (ame: opini- 
on with them: And it is to no purpofe for. 
them to fay that they do not hie Two 
uncreated Beings, for this is only to de- 
ceive the fimple : fi although they do not . 
worlbip two uncreated, yet wbey worfbip 
Two Gods of a different nature, the one 
created 3 the other uncreated. For, faith 
he in thefe remarkable words, if the Hea- p. 469 
thens worfbipped one uncreated and many 
created; and they worfbip one uscreated, 
and one created , what. difference is there 
between them and the Gentiles ?: for that 
one whom they worfbip is but as the 
many which the Gentiles, being of the 
fame created nature together with them: 
therefore, he faith, they deny Chrift and | 
jn with the Gentiles, giving the [ame . 
worfbip to feveral. Gods, 1 do not'think. 
any propofition in Euclid can be made 
more clear, chan it is fromthefe expreffi- 
ons of Athanafius, that he believed sdola- 
try to be confiftenc with the be/ief and. 


worfbip of one God. The fame thing he te a 


urges in other places, but if this be not 157, 159, 


proof enough, J know not what willbe, #9 161. 


S. Gregory Nazianzen parallels thofe Greg. Ne- 
who worlbipped the Sonor Holy Ghoft, {up- rian. orat. 


i ove 66 e 
pofing them to be creatures, with thofe who 40? . ae 


— worfbipped Aftaroth or Chemoth or Rem- | 
eae ee eee, fe 


~ 


. fenin laud 


‘wil by the means of Artani{m — Ido- 
r 


- (170) 
phan, becaufe they were creatures 400: For 
whatever difference of benour or glory 
there be, all creatures are our feHow fer- 
vants, and therefore not to be worfbipped — 
by ws. Might not the Aréans have char- 
ed Gregory Nazianzen to have imitated 

Julian the Apofate upon as good reafon 
as T.G. doth me? Por however in words 


~~ they profeffed to abhor the worthip of © 


6 reg. Nyf- 


Bafil. Tom. 


$: P 484. 


Afbtoneth, or Chemofe , or Rewphan, as 
much as he dids yet he did not regard 
their ‘profeffions, but thought it rea(ona- 
ble to judge by the wastwre of their aéfi- 
ons. - And what profanenefs would T. G. 
have accounted this, to parallel the wor- 
fbip of the Son and Holy Ghof with that 
of, Chemofh and Albtoreth? ¥et we fee 
‘Gregory doth not forbear making yfe of 
the fimilitude of the woerfbip , although 
there were fo great a difparsty in the ob- 
jects. Gregory Nyffen laith, that the De- 


latry again infenfibly into the world, per- 
frading men to return to the worfhip of 


the creature by his fopbiftry, and that 


Arius, Eunomius, Eudoxius azd Aectius 
were his infiruments in reftoring Idolatry 
urider a pretence of Chriftianity. In ano- 


pe Fide ad ther place, he hath this confiderable pat- 


Simpl. Tom. face, God commands by the Prophet , 


3+ P» 386 


that 


(171) 
that we foul have no new God, nor wor- 
fhip any flvange God; but that anew 
God which was not forever; and that % 
a ftvange God which x different from our 
Ged. whois our God? the true God ; who 
“a range God? he that hath a different 
nature from the true God. He that makes 
the Son a creature, makes him of adiffe-— 
rent nature. And they who make hima 
creature, do they worfbip bim or no? tf 
not, they joyn with the Fews , if they do 
worfbip him, ddwrordliia, they commit Ido- 
latry, Therefore we muft believe him to 
be the true Son of the true Father, that 
we may worlbip him, and doing fo, that 
me be not condemned as wie binlis a 
firange God. To the fame purpofe he ar- 
gues apaintt Ewwomins , that it ts the pro- Gre.Ny- 
perty of Edolaters to worfbip the creature, iene ae 
or any new or firange Gods and that they 2. p.450 
who divide the Father and the Son, maft os 
either wholly take away the worfbip of the 
«Sow, or they muft worfbip an Idol (the 
very word ufed by S. Gregory) making 
4 creature and not God the object of theer 
swworfbip, 5 nest sroua 7 eidiag Siu@, 
placing the name of Chrift upom an Idol: 
that this was the fault of the Heathen 
Idolaters that they did Seasiew nis uh eves p, 437, 
Qecis. worlbip thofe. which were not Gods 45% 


| by 


‘ 


| (172) } . 
by nature, and therefore could not worlbip: 
the true God: where it is obfervable chac 
he ufesthe word dade both for che wor- 


| {hip given to Idols by the Heathens , and. 


Oral. 4. Pp. 
5°3- 


for that which is proper to God: from 
which it is evident. that thefe Fathers . 
knew of no fuch diflindtion of the na-. - 
ture of divine worfbip , as is underftood | 
in the Rowman Charch under the terms of . 
Latria. and Dalia: for if they had , ha- . 
ving to deal with fubtile adverfaries, _ 
they would not have faiied to have ex-. 
plained themfelvcs in the matter; which. 
had been abfolurely neceflary to the force | 
of their own arguments, if any. fuch di-. 
ftinction had been known or. allowed in. 
the Chriftian.Church. Again he faith, | 
that he that puts the name of Son to a 
creature. tv ris cidwaordlegss rerdleru mut be’ 
reckoned among Idolaters, for they, faith 


he, called Dagon, and Bel, andthe Dra-. 


gon God: but for all that they did not - 
worfbip God; and therefore he ftill argeth 


‘againft Eunomius, that either with the 


P-443- 


mil, 27. 
Srhele ef 
ake. 


Fews he muft deny the worfbip of Chrift, . 
or he muft joyn with the Gentiles in the 
swor(bip of the creature. 


- S.paft.bo- S. Bafsl charges the Arians and Euno- 


miars with bringing in the Polytheifm and 
Idolatry of the Greeks ; for they who [ayy 
that 


(173) 

that the Son of God is acreature, and yet 
worfbip him as God, do worfbip a creature 
and not the Creator, and fo introduce Gen- | 
tilif{m again, And againft Ewnomius, he ¢. rom 
urges the fame places and reafons, which t. 4. 3a & 
I have already mentioned ouc of Wy > thous 
fen, viz. that if Chrift be not the eter-'" 
nal God, he muft be a new and ftrange 
God, and to worfbip that which by nature 
ss not God, « the fault S.Paul charges 
the Heathen Idolaters with. Boa, 

Epiphanius proves, that Chrifts being a Epiph. hee 
creature, and baving divine worfbip gi- teh 4.8.80 
ven him, are inconfifient according to the 
Scriptures: and that thofe who worlbip 4 — 
creature, fall under S, Pauls reprehenfion 
of the Heathen Idolaters, who did call the 
creatures God: but true faith teaches us 
to worfbip the Creator and not the crea- 
ture, Wethinks this Rule {ufficient againtt 
allche arts and fopbifrry of men, =» 8a 
unsdy & wegxumntv, that no creature ought 
to be worfbipped. For, faith he, spon 
the fame reafon we wor[bip one, we may 
worfbip all together with their creator , 
uera 3 évts wns’ : where we fee he doth 
not {peak of {uch worfbip as doth exclude’ 
the Creator, but of that which is fuppo- 
fed £0 be joyned together with hw ; nor of a 
Soveraige worflip to be given to ee ; 

| ' Dut 


f 
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but of fuch as doth fuppofe the diftance 


. Harel. 69. 
Me 31. 


between the Creator and his Creatures. 
Upos this principle , he faith, ‘the ALlaas: 
made the Son of God like to the Idols of 


the Heathens: for if he be’ not the true 


God, be ws not to be worfbipped; nay, he 


adds, that thofe who faid Chrift was tobe 


| sie although a creature, did build 


ap Babylon again , and fet up the image 
of Nebuchadnezzar ». and by their words 


as by Mufical inftruments draw men to 


fs 36. 


the worlbip of an Image rather than of 
the trae God. Is it credible, faith he, 
that God fhould make a creature to be wor- 
foivped, when he hath forbidden men to 
make any likene fs of things in Heaven or 
Earth, and to fall down and worfbip it? — 
when the Apoftle makes this the Idolatry 

of the Heathen that - they worfbipped the 
creature us well as the Creator: whereix 
they became Fools: for it wt a fooli{b thing 
to attribute divinity to 4 creature, and 
to break the fe Commandment of the 
Law, Thou fhale worfhip the Lord chy 

God , and him only {hale thou ferve, | 
Therefore, faith he, the holy Charch of 
God doth not worfbip amy creature, but 


the Fathér in the Son, andthe Son in the 


Father, together with the. Holy Goff. To 
the very {ame purpofe, he fpeaks in his 
he An- 


7 (175) 
etncoratus, If the Son of Goel be a crease pny, 9. 
ture, le is net to be worfoipped, for it isso. 
folly and wickednc§ to worfbip x erea- 
ture, But thefe are not the only perfons » 
whom Epiphanins charges with {uch sdos 
datry as is confiftent with the belief of 
one True God: for he charges thofe wich 
_ ddolatry who gave Divine worfhip to the Her/.98, 
B. Virgin ; and faith, that this was that” 23> 
very Ideiatry which God condemned in the : 
people of Mrael, tovvre 33 veresis aarteverng 
there foal be worfbippers of the dead: 
which worfhip of the 3.Virgia, was 2f- 
fering ap a Cake. to her (which farely is 
not fo much as mens offering up rhem- 
Selves to be her flaves, and offering up 
their devotions and fervices to her ) yet 
this Epiphamins cryes out upon as rank Id0- rend ng 
latry, and deftrattive to their Sonls whor 4. 
did it, and the device of the Devils wie 7?” 23 
always broaght in Ldolatry, faith he, #n- 190M. S 
«Ger fair pretences, whith of all the Pro. | 
phets ever faffered 2 man to be worPips 
ped, not to fheak of a woman? And als 
though foe have mever fo overt excellen- 
Gites, yet her xature remains the fame 
with others: Bat setither w Blias to be 
prt ah although fiik alive ; wor S. John, 
although he retetved extracrdinary favour 

trom Chrijt; sor Thecla, nor any other 


of 


(176) , 


: of the Saints. For, faith he, the old de- 


. eit [ball wot prevail over us, to leave 


78. N. 24. 


the living God, .and to worfbip the things 
that are made by him: for they, faith 
s. Paul, ferved and worfbipped the crea- 
ture more than the Creator , and therein 
became Fools, But if it be not lawful to 
worfbip Angels, how much lef, to worfbip 


- the Daughter of Anna? Of whom our Sa- 


viour [aid on purpofe vi tucty ot; what 
have I to do with thee 2. Left any [bould 
think more than was fitting of her, he calls 
her woman, as forefecing the Schifms and 
Herefies that wouldcome into the world on 
her account. We are not to imagine that 
thefe people were fo filly. co take the 
B, Virgin for the Great God, nor that they 


did forfake the worlhip of God and Chrift 
for that.of the B. Vérgin; but all chac | 


Epiphanius faith of them is, that shey 


brought her in dvi Qt in flead of a Dei- 


ty, 2.€. that they gave divine honour to 
her, and whofoever did give this tos 


creature, they looked on them as guilty of 


for faking the true God, however they might 


inwords fill profef and acknowledge him, 


So he charges thofe with sdolatry who wor- 
fhipped Fephthas daughter, and Thermutis 
the daughter of Pharaoh ; but ic were 


-madnefs to think that either of thele were 


efteemed: 


a s 7 ens 
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efteemed by their worfhippers ,.the Sa-— 
preme Deity. But Epiphanius fully ex- 
plains himfelf, when he faith hat sdola- 99.1 4. 
try comes into the world. through an adul- 
terous inclination of the wind, which can- 
not be contented with one God alone; like °.  - 
an adulterous woman that.u not fatiufied.- . - 
with the chaft. embraces of one Hasband,~'' ‘. 
and wanders in ber luft after many Loe 
vers. _ Therefore as adultery is confiftent 
with the owning of one lawful Husband, 
fo is Idolatry with the profeffion of one 
true God. Therefore Epiphanjus bids men, 
have a care of too sreat an admiration of 
the Saints, left it {bould lead them into 
this dangerous error , that the fafeft way, 
as to honour their Lord, that thofe are 
equally to blame who too mach extol the 
B. Virgin, as thofe who deprefS and vilifie oo.n.3. 
her too great praifes being apt to become 
an occafion of others falling: and there- 
fore he repeats it cwice as the faying he 
would have all Chriftians remember, . 
i Maela & mun, 5 Beds megoxuveidw, Honour: 


782% 230 


the Virgin, but worfbip God; and left 79.7 7,9: 


any fhould think wor/bip were a part of 
that fozowr which was due to her, he faith 
exprefly,? Maciap pudtis mesoxuvciow, Let no 
mean worlbip the B.Virgin: for that be- -. 
_ihongs neither to the woman , nor to her — 
oN —— Aushband, 


78. te 2Ze 
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r to Angels, but to God alone, 


How punétually hath the Church of Rome 


""" followed the 


Counfel of Epiphanius-* But’ 


of this at large hereafter. _ 
S.cyrit. _ Se Cyril of Alexandria ikewile makes 


Alex. Tot- thofe guilty 
ops 14 
‘fig him to 


of Heathen Idolatry, of wor- 


| fs . nies |bipping the creature rather than the crea- 
tor, who give adoration to Chrift {uppo- 


be a creature: and he under: 


takes to demonftrate out of Scripture, 
‘that 20 creature ought to be worfbipped as 
God: and that nothing which doth give 


Boge 
Adoration to 


God, ought to receive it from 


others: which he proves, from the exam- 

2°. ples of Peter to Corneliws, ‘the Angels to 
‘S. Fobn, and Mane, and that whatever 
excellency we fuppole.in creatures, it doth 

“not make them capable of divine worfbip , 

| but although they have different excellen- 

ties, yet one fort ts not to worlbip another, 

but all of them are to worfbip God alone, 

and his Son Chrift Fefus. Again, éf Chrif 


Aft. 32 be not God, 


andwe give bim worlbip, we 


| pr 3er (ball he found uridpen ORG + aswe Ssadorns, 


_ worfbipping 


Creator : ( 


the creature rather than the 
where we are to obferve chat 


S, Cyril applies duadovass to proper devine 


worlbip.) Again, it is written, T how {halt | 
| Lord thy God, and him only | 
phate thow ferve, bow then, if he bea 


P3t4 = syor(bip the 


eres 
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| C179) 
creature; can be.be worfbipped by as? 
And ellewhere, the queftion being propo- De mnearn 
fed, whether we may worjhip Chrift as lee 
man? he anfwers; God forbid: for, faith” 7° 
he, this would be vanity, errour and de-Concil. _ 
cost 3 and we foould differ. nothing from shed 
thofe who worfbipped the creature rather TEITO 
than the Creator , amd be liable to the S 3% 
fame charge S. Paul draws up againft the 
Heathen Idolaters, viz. that they changed 
the Truth of God into a lie, &c. and ac 
large there thews, that this would be re- 
lapfing into the old Idolatry, In hisCom- 
_mentaries on S. Fohn he thews, that al- commeni: - 
though Chrift had never fo divine excel- eke: 
lenctes communicated to him, yet he wasp 217. ~ 
not a fit object for onr worfbipif be were 
not .the true God; becaufe we are bound 
to ferve and worfbip God alone: and. thgt 
tf he be not fo; not only mankind but the... ..- 
Angels will be guilty of Idolatry in gi- M10p.8 5a; 
ving him adoration. In his Dialogues Py 
about the Trinity, he faith, st is one, of Dialog. 4; 
the great bleffings we have by Chrift, tobe : Res | 
delivered from the worfbip of the Crea-°- 
ture, but in cafe we return to that, the 
snflitution of Moles will be found better | 
than that of Chriftianity ; for that did 
ftriétly forbid all worfbip of creatures, and, 
| Nz called 


fe est ee A ey 
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called men from them to the worfbip of God 
alone sthat this was the reproach of the. 
525 Gentiles, that they wor{bipped Creatures, 
and that the Chriftians returned to Gen- 
tilifon, if they worfbipped a Creature to- 
gether with Goa ; TH XTlcet oUVavamAcKoy Tes 
_ | ay gcc Ocdv s and afterwards , he calls 
pia. this a falling from Chrifts all whichdoth 
p-566- = fully difcover S. Cyrils judgement that 
Idolatry is confiftent with the ackzowledge- 

| ment and worfbip of one Supreme God. 
Theodor. de Theodoret faith , he that came to 


 baret. fab» sake away the worfbip of the creature, 


S38 ould never fet it up again: for this 


wv.thtodin would be a moft abfurd thing, to bring 
Fx04.9-37> them back Again » THO romedrav Shela 
24. to the worfb:p of creatures , where he 
~ ules dalia likewile for the adoration that 

is due to the Son and Holy: Ghoft. 


“Scho? —S, Chryfoftom faith, that the Arians 


'Tam.6. Ger bd . . : 
rendG- 40d Macedonians making one Great God, 


7-558 and another leff and created God, did 


bring in Gentilif{m again. For it is that 
which teacheth men to worfbip a Crea- 
‘ture, and to make one great God, and 
others inferiour. Such as thefe S. Paul 
condemns, for giving worfbip to 4 crea- 
ture: and they are accurfed according to 


the Law of Moles: which faith, Curfed- 
. a , as 


i: / 


C18r ) 
és every one who worfhips a creature, or 
any thing that i made, : : 

S. Ambrofe goes farther and faith, 5 snbyos 
S. Paul forefaw that Chrijtians wowld deride, 
be brought to the worfbip of Creatures , 3 ie 
and therefore not only condemns the Gen- De Fide t 
tiles, but warns the Chriftians by fay- A tam 6.20 
ing , that God would damn thofe who | 
worfbip the creature rather than the 
Creator. Either therefore let the Arians = 
ceafe to worfhip him whom they call ase rein. . 
creatures or ceafe to call him a creature | 
whom they worbip , left under the name of 
worlbippers they be found to commit the 
greater facriledge, | 

S. Auguflia faith, that the Arians by 5 sy 
giving worlbip to Chrift as God, whom semn. 
they believed to be a creature, did make Arian te 
more Gods than one, and break the Law (',. ae 
of Goad which did forbid the worfbip of 
more than one God; and fet up Idols to ae 
themfelves , although they acknowledged pr66." 
one Great God, and made the Son and. 
Holy Ghoft leffer and isfertour Gods. 

From this unanimous confent of the 
Fathers in charging the Arrians with 
Idolatry, it moft evidently follows, that 
according to them Jdolatry is conliftent ' 
with the belief and worfbip of one Sa- 

| N3 prema 
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- preme Gods which is not , the only com 


fiderable advantage. we gain by thole Te- 


fttmonies , but from them ic likewifeap- 
pears, 1. That it is Jdolatry to give ai- 


vine worfbip to any creature, how great 


foever the excellencics of that creature 


be; for none can be imagined greater, 
than thofe which the Arians attributed 


to the Sox of God, -2. That che Fathers 


looked on: the worfbip of Dalia as di- 
vine wor/bip 5 aS appears by cheir apply- 
ing that cerm to the worthip which was gi- 
ven co Chrift.- 3, That the name of an 
idol doth belong to the moft real and 
excellent being’, when divine worfbip is 
given to it; for they give this name to 
Chrift himfelf, when he is worfbipped as 
a Creature, 4. That relative Latria is 
Idolatry, when given to any Creature. 
For this was all the Arzaas fubterfuge , 
that it could not be Idolatry to worfbip 
Coarift a a Creature, becaufe they wor- 
Lbipped him oaly as the Image of God, 
and relatively terminating their wor{bip 
on God the Father throuzh him: not- 
withftanding which an(wer of theirs, the 
Fathers with one confent, declare fuch 
worlbip to be Idolatry, and that it would 
make way for the worfbip. of any crea- 
= | _ ture, 


‘ 


| 183 ) 
ture, and was the istroducing of Hea- 
then Idolatry under a pretence of Chri- 
fianity. Thefe things which are here~ 
only obferved in paflage , will be of 
great wfe in the following Défcourfes, 


bg a 


: F 
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CHAD. IL 


Of the Nature of Divine worfbip. 


Now come to the fecond Enquiry, 

wherein the Nature of that Divine 
worfbip lies, which being given to acrea- 
ture makes that worfbip Idolatry? And 
chat I may proceed with all poffible clear- — 
nefs in this matter, I fhall enquire, - 
1. What wWorfbip is? 2. What Divine 
worfbip is, and whatare the proper acts 
of it’ 3. How the applying of thefe Acts 
to a Creature, doth make the worfbip of 
it Jdolatry ? | 
* What worfbip is, Aquinas hath given 
this diftinétion between honour and wor- 


Aquin.2.2. fhip ; that honour is gwedams recogntitio 


Ge 102. 
Git. Ze 


excellentia- alicujus, an acknowledgement 


of anothers excellency, but caltus ox wor- 


[hip in quodam obfequio confiftit , implies 
fubjection to another. The foundation of 
this diftin@tion doth not lie fo muchinthe 
force and fignification of the words, as 


-. inthe different effec#s that excellency alone 


confide- 


(185) 
confidered hath upon our minds; from 
what it hath when it is joyned with Sa- 
periority anda Power over us, Meer ex- 
cellency doth produce only in our minds a 
due e/feem according to the nature and de- 


erees of it ;-which isa debitum morale , 


as the Scheolmenfpeak, from us towards © 


it, ze. fomething which according tona- 
ture and reafon we ought to give it, and 


therefore it is accounted a part of »2te-— 
ral juftice, to efteem whatever excellen- 
cies we apprehend ‘to be in others, al- 
though we receive no benefice by them our | 


felves, and whatever implies a real excel- 


Jencie, whether it be ineelleGQual.or moral, 


_ whether infinite or finite, whether natu- 

ral or acquired, it deferves an eftimation 
fuitable to its kind and degree. But the 
honoar which is due to excellencte doth 


not only lie in an act of the mind 5 but. 


in a correfpondent inclination of the will 
to teftifiethat efteem by fuch outward ex- 
preffions as may manifeft ic to others ; 
and thateither by words, which is called 
Praife, or by.geftures, as bowings of the 
bodys or by facts, as gifts, flatues, &c. 


“All thefe Aguinas tells us do belong to, , 
honour, Buc worfbip implies fomething art.1. 


“beyond this; which is (whjecfion to ano- 
ther on the account of his- Power over us ; 


t 


for 


oy 
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for we may exprels honour and effeem to- 
wards equals or inferiours, becaule the 
reafon of it may be in thole as well as 
others; therefore there muft be a diffe- 
Valquer in CEC. duty in us with relpect co Superior?- 
g.part. . tys and this is worfbip. . Sothe Schoolmen 
a ae define adoration 5 adorare non.dicimur, ni- 
Suarez, in fo in dignitate conflitutos, quos nobis Supe- 
3. fer. rioves cognofcimus, {aithVafquez. Honor 
i[P, 16 ; . 
g.25.fett.r.Potefh effe ad equalem, faith Suarez, juxte 
Tanner.the- illad ad Rom, 12. honore invicem preveni- 
ce oe. entes; adoratio vero refpicit alium ut ex- 
5. dere. cellentem.c» fuperiorem, Ex parte ado- 


“a 


Geode dnbete vantis plane mece[larinm eft, faith Tannese. 


Be 27. : ge 
Pujol de vis, ui is rem. adovandam concipiat, tan- 


Sacro ado- quans aliqguo modo fe fupertorem fen pra- 


dif. SP4atiorem. But more fully Bermardue 


feét. ts Pujol , Adoratio eft {ubmiffio quedam cy 
Gamache. | oy Bes 3 Pe 

Comment in GO? humsiliatio, quam fobaitus facit pro- 
3.p.1h.q. pter excellentiam fuperioris, @ in hons- 
asudt Ads- yerp illims: and Gamachens, Adoratio ef- 
jambet, fextialiter. includit [ubjectionem ac fub- 
in. 3. part. miffionem aliquam.  Adoratio eft infer ide 


as ade ‘nis ad fuperiorem, faith Yfambertus: Car- 


Lugo de dinal Lugo ie farther, faying of Cwltue, 


pss p fe apud pro 
Ne Abie } } 
33:0 2. cam vocem applicari ad fignifica 


atos anttores videre, femper 
r 


1 1€- 


"Arriaga in verentiam erga fuperiores, And although 


got ip: Arriaga thinks Cultus of a larger fignifi- 
cation, yet the definition he gives of do- 
| | ration 


a 
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vation is, that it is honor exhibitus: fupe-. 
ricxi in fignum fabmiffionis Ge humiliatio- 

nis, Bellarmine makes the firft at of 
adoration, to be in the mind, and that 

only the apprehenfion of-che excellencie _ 

of the object ; but the fecond in the will, 

to be not anly an inclination of it to-. 

wards the object, but a willing by fome 
internal ox external ait to acknowledge — 
~ the excellencie of the obje& and our fws- 
_ jection: and to thefe he adds, the exter- 

nal aét,either of bowixg the head, or bend- 

ing the knee, or fome other token of fub- 
jection, So that Bellarmine agrees with pevam, de 
the reft in making the formal act of ado- Sanct. bea- 
ration to be fubje ction to a fwperiour : but‘. ies 
withal, he makes the meer apprehenfion | 
of excellencie to include the formal rea- 
fen of it, whereas meer excellencie with- 
out Ssperiority doth not require any fwb- 
jection but only eftimation, For let us 
apprehend ‘never -fo great excéllencie in 
a Perfo chat hath no Asthority over us, 
the only effect of it inus, is only a aizh- 
ty eftimation, whereas the apprehenfion 
’ Of Power and Aathoréty in a Per fon, where 
there is not that opinion of excellencie 
doth naturally incline men to. fwbmiffion 
to him. Nay, although we apprehenda — 
conjunction of Excellencie and Power to- 
- — | gether, 
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gether, if that power doth not refpectws, 
we find no inclination in our felves by any. 
acts to teftifie our fubjection to it, Asif. 
we apprehend the greateft things in the 


_. world of the Emperor of China, or Fa- © 


pas; how doth that apprehenfion move 
us to exprefs any acts of fubje@ion to ei-. _ 
ther of them? we are well enough con-’ 
tented for all thac to lec them govern at 
home, and think it more our own inte-" | 
reft and duty to fubmic to thofe who have 
the Power over our Selves. Nay, yet far- 
ther, if according tothe Epicurean Hypo-: 
ithe fis,-we could fuppofe God himfelf to be 


-  -amoft excellence being, but to exercife no 


_ power or Authority over the world, there. 
would be ftill reafon for a great efteem 
deft’; buc not for the fabjection of our 
_ felves to him: and we might exprefs that 
efteem by praifes,.and other teffémonies 
of his bonoar.s but-there would be no 
ground for any proper fervice or worfbip | 
of hiey-, eicher in prayers or chankfgi- 

vings,.or any rites of Religious wor/bip 
which imply any depesdence upon him, 
_ or fabjectionto him. . So that the notion 
of Hoxiur and worfbip are in themfelves 
diftinct things, the one arifing from the ap- 
prehenfion of excellencie, and the formal 
. seafon of the other, being Superiority and 
a Power over us. For 
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2. For the ature of Divine worfhip; it Q, 2, 


muft confift tn fuch a fubjection of our 
felves to Gods as is moft futtable to the ap- 
prehenfions we ought to have of his infi- 
ntte Power and Soveraignty overus, And 
becaufe his Soveraignty is fupreme, ab/o- 
lute and peculiar tohimfelf ; therefore our 
worfhip of him muft approach as near to 


the expreffion of chis, as it is poffible for 


us to come, 2.¢. it muft be of the higheft 
mature, with the greateft fubmiffion of 
our fouls co him, it muft be entire, noe 
divided between him and others, and it 
muft have fuch a pecudiarity in it, asmay 
not be given to any befides himfelf. For 
whatever worfbip is common to him and 
others, doth not ferve to exprefs the fenfe 
_ of our minds as to his peculiar Soversizn- 
ty Over us ; and thisis one of the invio- 
lable Rights of Soveraignty, to have 


fuch acts of worfbip appropriated: to it, 
that the giving of thele to any other, is . 


- aviolation of the Royal Dignity: and this 
hath been looked on as a crimen Lafa 
Mayjeftatis, and to deferve as ‘high a pu- 
nifhment as any other wharfoever; be- 


caufe it is an immediate attempt upon the © 


Soveraign Power, and whatever leffens it 
tends co overthrow it, If then God be 
: acknow- 


) 


en 


ce 

acknowledged by all to have the on/y Su- 

preme Power over us, nothing can be 

more unreafonable in it felf, nor a greater 

affront to his Majefty , than to make all 
‘outward expreffions of our duty to him 

common to himfelf and his Creatures. - - 

I know it is not denied by 7.G. or his 

Brethren, shat there ts a Soversign wor- 

(hip which belongs to God: but weareto © 

7.G.p.178. confider, that withal they tell us, (1.) That 
p- 288. | 

ee the. external acts of adoration or wor{bip 

are equivocal, and fometimes may fignifie 

the honour which belongs to God, and 

fomsetines that which belongs to the Crea- 

tare, (2.) That even facrifice it felf, 

which they look on as moft peculiar to God 

. and an acknowledgement of the abfolate 

worlbip due to him, doth receive the for- . 

_ meality of fuch an at from an intention 

to profess a total [ubmiffion of our felves 

to God as the Supreme Aathor of life and 

TG.p. 182 death ; otherwife T. G. faith, the mate- 

vial action of facrifice may be done for fe- . 

veral ends andintentions. By which it ap- 

ears that upon the whole matter, the #2- 

tare of divine worlbip is not, aecording to 

.. them, to be taken from any external ads, 

buc from the izward intention of the mind, 

But that there are (ome peculiar external 

aéts of Divine worfbip which ought to be 

an | atcribu- 
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attributed to none but to God himéelf ; 
I prove, 1. From the nature and defign 
of Religions worfbip. 2. From the Law of 
God appropriating fome acts only to God. 
3. From the prattife of the Chriftian 
Church; condemning thofe for Idolatry, who 
have given them to any creature. 

1. From the nature and defign of Religt- 
ous worfbip, which is to put 2 difference 


between the weor{bip we give to God and a 


tohis Creatures. For fince God hathap- 
— pointed Government among men, it is 
‘plain chat his intention was, that fome 


kind of worfhip fhould be given from - 


fome of hiscreatures co others, although 
of the fame nature with chemfelves ; for 
where there is a power to punith and to 
reward, there is the foundation of wor- 
fbip in thofe who are under that power: 
which worfbip lies in expreffing a due re- 
gard to that power, by a care not to pro- 
voke it, and an endeavour to obtain rhe 
favour of it; which being among man- 
kind living in Socéety with each other, is 
therefore called civil worfbip. Which 


denomination it doth not lofe although | 


we give that worfbip to, Superiours upon 
a Religions accoant, 7 e. though I give 
worfhip to my: Soveraign with a refpect 
to God, becaufe he hath commanded - 
: Soc . al 


—_ 
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and I iatend to honour him by ics yee 
the worfhip doth not take its . denomina- 
tion from my intention, but from.the na- 
ture of the Ad, which being czvs/, the 
worfhip continues to bear that name, By 


which we fee that the external circum. 


ftances which do accompany mens acts, 
are thofe which do fo circumf{cribe and 
limit them, that from thence they become 
either c#vil or Religious. I cannot there- 
fore buc extremely wonder to fee men of 
underftanding fo much to feek in this mat- 
ter, becaufe the fame external aits are 
common to divine and civil wor{bip ; but 
what then? doth ic therefore follow that 
there is'no certain way to difcriminate 
thefe one from the other ¢ I grant the 
fame external aff of adoration may bt 
-ufed to men which is ufed to Gods as 
Abraham bowed to the children of 


Heth in token of civil refpec?, as wellas 


when he worfhipped God but could not 


any one that confidered the cércumsbanses 
_make a plain difference between thele two 
forts of adoration ? When the Roman Ew- 
perours would have divine honours given 
_tothem , were any of the people of Rom 
fo fenfelefs to fay they, knew. no diffe 
. rence between them and the worfbip gt 


wen them before, becaufe they might : 
a | 


\ 


a |. = 
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_thefameesteraal aéts of adoration in both 
cafes ¢ -Suppofe the. Pope one day co fir on; 
a throne as a temporal Prince, and on — 
that account fummoning -his fubjects -to 
give bomage to him, and another day to. . 
* beplaced upon the /tar,.as he is after , 
his election by the Orders of the Roman ~,, xeon, 
Church , there to receive’ adoration from Rom. |. 1. 
-the Cardinals as the. Vicar of chrift yl4* 
would any man fay he could fee-no dif-. = 9 
ference in thefe, becaufe the fame poftures 
may be ufed in bath? Alshough then the . 
on ward aits may be thé fame, . yet the . 
fignification of thole aé#s may be far from. 
equivocal, becaufe determined by thecir- 
cumftances which do accompany them. °- 
J grant then, that the meer exsernal ad _ 
of adotation in bowing or kneeling, may - 
be given both on the account of homogr - 
and worfbip, #.e. upon thé account of ex- 
cellencie, and fuperiority ; as fome of 
the Patriarchs bawed to Angels, as ato-. 
ken of hosowr of their excellencies, and 
npt out of Religious worfbip'; and men. - 
may bow and kneel to their Soveraiga 
Princes on the account of cévil wor[bip g 
and Children to their Parents in token - 
of their fubjection to them; as well as” 
creatures to their Creator in_ cheir folemn 
acts of devotion : but I {ay inall ponnas : 
ROE he 


/ 


ee LI 
thé different fignification of thefe adsis to 
be gachered from the cércum/ances of them. — 


b.3:; ~ And chat ads of Religions, and civil 
worfbip might be diftinguifhed from each 
other, came the appointment of fet times 

. gid places, and folemn rites for.the per- 

_ formance of Reldzions worfbip. From 

5 sens ‘hence: Cicero gives that definition of Re- 
eIitent, 5. ia ee ee ae tie 

26.6453. lizion , Religio oft’,, qua foperioris cujus- 

"dam natura ( quam divinam vocant ) cr- 
vam ceremoniamgue affert: therefore they” 
thought the folemn rites and circamftan-. 
ees of Religions worfbip were fafficient to 
difcrimhinate the zature of that worship 


Adie S50 f tsernal atts of Religion fo peculiar: 
Ath a8. fome extern of Religton fo peculiar ~ 
£5 25304, 5- 
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cafe the excellencie of God it peculiar to 
himfelf, being infinitely above afl others; 
therefore the worfbip which belongs to bin 
ought to be peculiar. Ad Religionem per- 
timet, faith Cajetan; exhibere reverenti- 
tm uni Deo, fecundum una rationem, cain. com: 
$3 quantam [t. eft primans principinm ment. in 
 creationis G gubernations rerum. Bue 4a rig , 
—fince this reafon of Religioss worfbip , = 
— from the creation and government of the 
world, is {o peculiar to God, as to be szcomi- 
municable to any elfe befides him, is there 
nor all che reafon in the world that the Ads 
of this worfbip thould be peculiar to him 
coo? Andupon this ground Agqsuines doth 
granticin the caft of facrifice,hoc etizmvides . 
 -masin omni Repablicacbfervari, quod fum- “ed a 
mum Rettorem aliquo figno fingulari hono- 2. | 
Fant, quodcuicunque altert deferreturef[er 
trimen lefe Majeftatis; ce ideo in lege divi- 
jd flatuitur pana mortis ith dui divinum ho- 
iorems ali exhibent, From whence wé 
infer, ot only that there ought to be pe- 
—— culiae external acts of Religions worfbip 

_ appropriated to God; but thar the giving 
the worfbip done by thofe a@s to any 
creature, if a crime of the higheft nature. 
The fame Aquinas, difputing againft the 


’ 
: ’ s, 


Heathens faith, that it 4 an unreafona- AG Coie 
ble thing, to thofe that bold one firft pring" & 2% 
; _ O 2 cspley 
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tiple,to givedivine worfbip to any other bes. 
- fideshim: and we give worfbip toGod , sot 


that be needs it; ‘but that bereby the be- 
licf of one God may be. confirmed in us by. 
external and fenfible afts, which ‘cannot. 
be done, faith he, unleff there be fome. 
peculiar atts. of his worfhip, and this. we. 
call divine worlbip. Belides, this exter- 
nal worlbip ts neceflary to men, to raife 
in their minds a fpiritual reverence of 
God, and we find that cuftom bath a great 


‘tafluence on mens minds, but it w a. cu- 


\ 


ftom among men that the honour or wor{bip 
given to the Supreme Governour [bould be 
given to none elfe ; therefore it ought to 
be much more fo towards God, becaufe if 


a liberty be allowed of giving. this wor- 
—. fhip to others of a higher rank and not on- 


by to the fupreme , then men and Anzels 
might give divine wor{bip to one another, 
To which he adds, that the benefits we 
receive from God are peculiar to him, as | 
that of creation and prefervation, and 
that he is our Lord by a. proper title, and 
Angels and the beft of creatures are but 
his fervants, therefore we. ought not to 


give the fame worfbip to them that we do 


Aq. 2.2. 
q. 94. 417... 


mand Exod.20. doth reach to.external 


to God as our Lord, Yn his. di/putation 
about. dolatry » he thews , that the sows- 


well 
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well 4s internal worfbip, and he argues 
againft thole, who pleaded that all vifible 
and external worlbip ought to be.gtven 
to other Gods, and only internal tothe [a- 
preme God, as being much better, upon> 
this principle, that the external belongs: 
only tobim, to whom the igternal belongs + - 
and he difputes againft thole Hereticks , 
who thought it lawful in time of perfecu- 
tron to give external worlbip to Idols, as 
‘long as they preferved the true faith in 
their minds; for, {faith he, the external 
sie ag | is a profeffion or (gn of the inter- 
nal; but as it i a pernicious thing for a 
inar to [peak coutrary to his minds fo it 
8 to act contrary toit, andtherefore §. Au- 
guftin condemned Seneca as [0 much the 
more culpable in the worfbip of Idols, be- 
caufe he alted avainft the fenfe of huown 
mind. Inthenext article, he thews, that yp, 3: 
Idolatry is a fin of the higheft nature, 
fer, faith he, «5 in a commonwealth, it 
as the greateft crime to give the honour 
due to the Soveraign to any other ( for 
this is as much as ites in a man to put al .. 
things into diforder and confuftion ) fo 
among the fins that are committed againft 
God, that {eems to be the yreateft, where- 
by 2 man gives divine worfbip to a crea- 
ture: and faith, that it includes blapphemy 

a O 3 1n- 


' 
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difp. $18. 
fects 4. 


Beles and thar sf thefe atts of worfbip be 
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in it, becaufe it takes away from God thé - 
peculiarity of his dominion ; Cajetan there 
‘faith , that the Idolater , as much as in 
bins lies, tollit a Deo fuam fingwlaremex- 
‘cellentiam qua folus eft Deus ; robs God of — 
that peculiar excellencie whereby be ts God 
alone, Thuswe fee the neceffity of fome 
peculiar external acts of divine worf{bip 
is aflerted by thefe men in order to the 
preferving the belief and worfhip of one 
God in the world. Swarez grants, that 


as the excellency of God  fingular and 


‘above all creatures ; fo he ought to have a 


fiagular and incommunicable worfbip, as ts 
plain from thofe words of Scriptare, Thos 
fbalt worfbip the Lord thy God, and hins 
only (Balt thow ferve: but then he makes 
this worjfbip peculiar to God, to confit 
chiefly in the internal atts of the mind, which 
only in themfelves and of their own wa-:. 
ture are uch as do beloyg to the worfbip 
of God, but external atts are not fo deter- 
mined of themfelves, but they may be gé- 
‘ven either to God or to the creature : 
however , he grants, that «/though ost- 
ward aits be in themfelves indifferewt 
yet when fufficient Authority hath appro: 
priated fome acts as peculiar to divine wor- 
fbip, they ought tobe wfedfor no other pur- 


“- 
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sp at leaft external Idolatry, if stbe nok 
done ex animo andow of fal opinion, 


In chis point of the external atts of da 


| F Ugpe to 4 creature, itmakes that wor 


=“ 


0:42. 


vine worfbip,cthefe two things may be obfer, 


ved of the Divénes of the Roman Church, 
1. That in they general they confels,chat 
there ought to be tome peculiar external. 


nds of divine worfbip, as tmoft agreeable — 


to Gods incommunicable excellencie ; and 


in particalar, when they are preffed wich 
any difficulties from Scriptwre or Fathers, 
about not giving divine worfbip to 4 cre- 
twre, then they are {ure to tell us, thofe 


places aretobe underftood of the worfbip 


that xs proper only to God. Thus they 


think to efcape the force of chat place . 


which is fo evident , that it blinds them 


with the light of it; Thow (halt worfbip Mat. 4.19) 


the Lord thy God, and him only {halt thon 
ferve3 which was certainly uaderftood of 
an external att of worfbip s for the Devil 
faid toChrift, Fall down and worfbip me, 
Yes, fay they thet ss very trae of the adora- 
tion proper to God, but what is that? for 
they fay there is no outward 4c# of ado- 


Tannty. Tos 


ration butis common to Godand his Crea- 3, dip, . 


Sares, Tanmerus CXcepts 0. creature, éna- 4 
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 wimate or aniinate, bat only the Devils yo, 
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cere crc cccracccmaecccaaamcaaasaaa aaa ti 
SP ec a ——— 


SS ee |g ee ee 


- 


| (200) | 
yet left-be fhould have gone-.too’ far in 
ghis, he faich afterwards, chat phyficaly 
peaking God may.be worfbipped in any 
creature, but then men muft oon 4 care 
that they do not truely and-properly wor- 
{hip the thing it felf ; cut only ufe the ex 


ternal fins of divine honour before it, ap- 


plying them to what w reprefented, | 


—confels this gives a very flender account 


Vafquer in 


3. p- Thom. 


aifp. 1#0. 
fs Se 


of ‘our Saviours anfwer, for it feems he 
might phyfically [peaking have worthipped 
God, by falling down before the Devil; 
all the danger was in the feamdaé and tr- 
decencie of it: but being done ina wil- 
derneff, the -feandal of ic, as :to men at 
leaft, had not been great. ~ Vafqaez re- 
folves the cafe, .that of the Devil appear 
to 4.man, he may do all the external aits 
of adoration before him, provided he te 


. not well affuredix the Devil, and that 


he direct his yorfbip to God:: and thache 


_ proves by this demonftrarive argument, 


becaufe all external atts of adoration are 
to be direited bythe inward. intentionof 
the mind; but he confefles many of their 
Divines allow only a conditional adoration 


_ in this, cafe ; howeyer it feems:our Savi- 
our {pake a little too peremprarily , in 


_then they tellus the Deyi/ was.tao fancy, 


utterly refufing ig: upon any cerms..: But 


and . 
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and: demanded the abfolute worfbip proper 
only to Gods i.é. faith Vafquez, not meer- | 
ly the external act of adoration, but thar ub. 94° 
inward fubmiffion of mind which ws only eltarm. de 
due to God, which is more than appears {a%4- dee- 
by.the words. Bellarmine and the reft of a oe 
them fay that osr Saviour refufed to give 
the worfbip of Latria to the Devil, by 
which it feems, our Saviour did not an- 
{wet to the purpofe, for the Devil ex- — 
prefled no more, than falling down and — 
worfbipping him ; which according to | 
them might be done without Latria’, by 
the fame external aé, but not the fame 7 
intention of mind: which not beingin — “ 
the power of him that demands, buc on- | 
Jy of him that gives, nothing had been. 
more neceflary than to have exprefly re- 
quired the intention of the mind, otherwife 
the Devil might have been e¢afily cheated 
by direfting the intention of the exter-— 
zal ac quite another way 3 but for all 
that we can fee, the Devil was then to 
Jearn thefe fubtilties. However, thisnow 
fervesto turn off the plaineft places that. 
- would feem to prove, that all external 
ats of Religious worfbip are to be given 

only to God, The Hereticks , faith Ar- Arviag. in 
| ytaga, object many things out of Scriptures, 3 The 
and Fathers, and Councils, in which it is fg. v4.5. 
a | fata 
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faid that Cod only is to be worfbipped, but 

to all thefe we an[wer in one word, that. 

they only [peak of the worfhip.of Latvia. 

ich ws proper to God: andfothey would. 

have an{wered thoufands of places more, . 

as well as thofe that are urged again 
them: fo that the referving this svorfbip: 

as peculiar to God {erves them to very good. 
purpofe, viz. to carn off as with a wet 

, finger whatever is urged againft chem, 

pujol de SO Bernardas Pujol without more ado 
cults Ado {ends away all the Teflimonies of the Fa- — 
th ce thers, Ad loca fanttorum Patrum refpon- 
fn emus, illa iztelligesdaeffe de adoratione 
Latrie qua [oli Deotributar s and fo fare 

them well, without any farther examina- 

tion, And yet fome of thefe men upon | 

__ betrer thoughts have concluded that fome 

. Of the places of Scripture cannot be un- 
derftood of the worfhip of Zatria. ' For _ 
although Aquinas, Tannerus and feveral 

others, anfwer the inftance of Afordecat 
réfufing to worfhip Amaaz, with the com- 

mon fhift,. that’ he would not give Latria 


| a 2.2. 20 him, yet Cajetan, Swarez, Vafquez y 
cy. ui Pujol. and Arriaga, allconclude, that thes. 


fipra.  t5 not to be underftood of the worfbip. of 
| Latria; but that Mordecai refafed to ufe 

| the fame external att of adoration, which 
among the Fews they were wont te give 

| , $0 
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to God; wherein Cajetan thinks, be wes cain. 
not -{o wife as he might have been, be- Ay 
caufe Jacob worfbipped bis Brother Efaus 
Arriaga, that he did well though be fol- 
lowed anerring confeience: Suarez, Vaf- suarex in 
ques, and Pujol, that he did pradently, 3? ifs 
loads the confiant afing that a& of Fralquer = 
adoration to Aman, which among thems 4ip-97- 
did belong to the worfbip of God, wonld Payol the 
have teyded to the difbonour of God and — 
Religion, andhave beenagreat (candal to 
the Fews. Nexther 1s Cajetaz fatished with 
the fame anfwer tothe inftance of Se. Foha’s 
offering to worfhipthe Angel,for this were, 
faith he, to charge St. John with commstt- 
ting a very great fin, which the Angel 
bindred him from the confummation of : 
but, {aithhe, St.John éntended no more 
than the greateft external att of Reve- 
rence; but becaufe fo great reverence 
ought to be referved only to God, that 
fome outward reverence might be appro- 
priated to Him, therefore the Angel for-. 
bag him giving it to him, Swarez con- 
fefles, that it cannot be underftood of La- 
tria, but that the Angel put it off with 
a complement, as St. Peter did to Corne- 
Jius: and with him the reft agree, either. 
as & complement to his Perfon, or to hn- 
mane nature fince the Incarnation: but 

| | Aquinas 
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e+ wAguinas Pertinently faith, 2 was to avoid 
«the occafton of Idolatry, becaufe the Angel 
immediately adds, worfbip God. Thus 

_. far we find they goin the avoiding of-dif- 

» ~~ ficulties. | a 

* a, ‘But when they deliver their minds 
freely, chey referveno one ad of external 
+ +.» adorationas proper to Gods and tobe per- 
De fant. formed by all Chriftians, Bellarmin faith, 
cin. that fere omnes altus exteriores,commu- 
7 ‘mes [unt omni adorationi, almoft all exter- 
nal aéts are common to the adoration of 
God and the Creatures, excepting facri- 

fice, and what belongs to that, as Temples, 

Alsars and Prieffs, which, he faich, Gud 

arise. adhath referved to bimfelf. Arriaga faith, 
3p. dilp. that there i no external act of adorati- 
ee on but may be given to creatures, exitp 
Suarez in, ting only facrifice ; Suarez, that fact 
a. fice it felf doth not fignifie our acknow- 
quit. gz. bedgement of Gods foveraigdty of it fel 
fect. 3. but only by cuftom and impolition , fu 
the killing of a ‘facrifice doth not of it 

felf fignifie that God is the Author of Lift 

and Death. And for other parts of Religr 
ous worfbip he confefles, chat Temples ar 

_ ereihed and Feftivals kept to the bon 

of Saints, at leaf} fecondavily , that thy 
are worlhipped with Faftings , Vigil, 
Pilgrimages; and fuch like, that ther 
; wer 
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worfbip ts defervedly called Religiaus yor-: 
(bip.. 1. Becaufe tt confifts of Religious 
aitions,. 3. Becaufe it is fo nearly con-.- 


joyned with-divine. worfbip, 3.. Becawfe. - °° 
it tends to mens improvement ig Religi- 


4. Becanfe tt i founded in fanttity, | | 
which is next to Religion. Ic feemstheg.. 
nothing is left.to God, . but having the fame | 
things done to himin the.firft place, which . 
may, in a fecondary .refpe be done to his . 


creatures; for we aretold, that even Sa- 2.7393 


crife it [elf may be offered to God for the 

bowour of his creatures. But whatisthis ° 
Sacrifice now among .Chriftians,,. which . 

is. peculiar to. God ¢.. There 28 0.0ther , 

faith Arriaga, but that of the Altar’ and Dilpe. 52. 
this, as Cajetam Obferves, cannot reach to all cain, 
Chrifians,. but.only helangs tothe Prichts 2-9.86.6 
to offer it : but inftead of this, he faich 4" *« 
ftom Aquinas, that iwo forts of fpiritual . 
facrifices do pelong to all, viz. .the.offering .. 

up. of .their minds in . devotion to God n 

ana the offering up the acts of other ver. 

tees, So that at laft we {ee no one exter-- 


nal att of proper Religions worfhip is by 
them left . pt 8 : God, which all | 
mankind are obliged to perform, - © 
. And tO this purpofe we havethe plain res . 
folution of Cardinal Lago, which Lthe ra-. 
ther mention becaufe of his Brent yinshonty,. 
. pS an 
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and Eminency, and writing fince the reft ; 
He puts the queftion, Whether there be 
-any fign,or external act of adoration, which 
it is not lawful to give to. ahy, but to God 


23-3, xc alone’ For, faith he, venuflection, and 


fuiting the breaft , and fuck like, are’ 


given to Saints, To this hé anfwers ; 


Io, That. its poffible fuch a’ fign or ex- 
ternal ath may be inftitated by men, ws 
may fignifie only that worfoip which is 


“.* proper to God, 2. That Sacrifice 1s not 


properly an’ ait of adoration, bat’ of ano-. 


ther kind diftinit from its. 3. That there 


is no one external att of adiration, which - 


__ is proper’ to Latria, or the worfbip pesns’ 
* farto Gods 


- Butt to what end were thete any fach 
thing as publique Religiots worfbip among 
men, onthe account of Gods peculiar So- 
veraignty overus, if the ac7s of that wor. . 
fhipbe not <ppropriated to himfelf-?. For: 
there is no etfay of publique worfbip for 
the 2¢#3 of the wizd, which are pérformed 
out of the view of others, What is pab- 
ligue raft be external, arid if thete be any 
neceffity that God be publickly owned and’ 


worlbipped by us, asoxr duly Lord and Al- 


mighty Maker of Heaven ind Earth 


. the very fame nataral reaforr which directs: 


) Sg 
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to this,. doth likewife fhew, that what is 
intended for his publique worfhip, ought — 
co be communicated to none elie befides 
him, Neither isic enough, shat be have 
the firft and chief place tx worfbip, which 
only implies a. fupertority of order and de- 
grees but fince +he.is acknowledged to be 
infinitely above all creatures, and to be the 
fole Creator and Governour of the world, 
the ads of werfbip to him as fuch, ought 
tobe peculiar, and appropriated wholly to 
himfelf: For if other Bezzgs come to. have 
a fhare, alchough fecondarsly, with him in 
theaé#s of his worfhip, they ought to have 
a fhare with him in the proper reafon of 
that worfhip, ¢.e. inthe Creation and Go- 
| wérnment of the world. But if creation 
and Providence be the Foundations of dt- 
vine worfbip, and thofe do fuppole énfixite 
and incommunicable perfedions, on what 
pretence of reafon-can beings infinitely di- 
_ ftant from God,, come to have a fhare in thé 
Acts of Religious. worfbip , which were 
purpofély defiened for the acknowledge- 
ment of fuch a Befsg, whom the'moft ex- 
_tellent. creatures are bound to adore as well 
as we? fs not this joyning fwbjects toge- 
— ther with their Soveraign in the ‘higheft 
expreffions of our duty to him ¢ What 
Prince in the world would bear fuch rn af- 
- one 
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front from an Embaffadour of a Foreign 
Prince, as that in a publique Audience, 
when he is introduced on purpofe to expres 
the Honour that.is to be givento the Per- 
fon of the King, he fhguld ufe allthe fame 
expreffions of it, tohis fervants and fub- 
jects who ftand about him, that he doth to 
himfelf 2 Would thisbe a juft exculejthat - 
thefe were done to him ix the firft place, 
and only fecondarily to his fervants? And 
if this would not be born by one Prince 
from the fubject of another, how much. 
‘Yefs from his own? And if Princes will 
hot bear this from their fubjects; who are” 
of the fame natare with themfelves; how 
can men be fo vain to-imaginie the great 
God will bear it from his creatures, to have, 
no publique Religious act of worthip given 
tohimfelf, but whacis’given to thofe who 
are confeffed to be infinitely diftant from 
 him¢ “Ic is not the fuppofition of excel. 
leacy ix chem will ever juftifiethis: For 
let their excellency be never fo great, itis 
ftill but a created exceHency: And their’ 
excellency can never make them fo much: 
above us, as their being created makes them’ 
inferiour to God: and in acts of Religions 
worfbip, we ought not io much to confider 
our dutance from them, as their diftance . 
from God. Let them bé never fo much 
3 above” 
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above us, they are creatures fill, and chat 
fets them at an infinite diftance from him, 
whereas all their excellencies can make 
them but fizitely diftant from us. Let 
them be never fo excellent, they {till wor- 
fhip the fame God that we do, and with the 
moft profound edoration of Him ; and if 
theie excelency be confiftent with their 
worfhip of a Being énfinstely above them, 
‘ {¢ is noc fufficieat to make them an object 
Of adoration to us. We are willing to 
give them the utmoft, their excellency re- 
quires from us ( provided, we be'well al- 
~ fured of it) and that is, a mighty efteem 
of them, and a readinefs to exprefs our. 
honour in celebrating their praifes ; and 
commending them as Heroick patterns of 
poodnefs, and (fuppofing them actually 
Brefent withus ) the expreffing our efteem: 
in the higheft tokens of refpect that are 
-ufedamong men: Thitisfar we go; and if 
thofe beings are fuch, as we {uppofe them, 
_ they would not have usto go farther ; buc 
(as the Angel {aid to St. Foba) they vould 
‘bid us, worfbip' God, But we daré not 
ufethe fame folemn Aé#s of Religions wor- 
[hip it places andat times {et apart for the 
fervice of thé Great God; to any of his 
_Créatures bow excellent foever they be: 
for this is an ericrodchmenc upon the Dé- 
cs  - —  P - vtne 
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vine Majefty, andas Cajetan exprefies it,’ 
A taking away from him, as much as in 


us lies, that peculiar excellency whereby 
he is God over all, . Bleffed for evermore. 
We dare not apply thofe things to the sor- 

fbip of his creatures, which God hath ever 
appropriated tb His own wotthip asthe pro- 

per acts of it 3 fuch as Sacrifice, — 

&c. ‘we dare not give that ozour to his, 
fervants, which ‘God hath forbidden to be 
given toahy creature, fuch as éncurvation 
to Images, Invocation of Perfons, &c. 
we dare not éxprefs our adoration of any 
created being in fuch a way as doth fuppofe 
thole perfections which can‘be only in an 
uncreated being, as knowing the defires of 
our hearts, help in trouble, pardon of fin, 
frrength in Grace, and receiving to Glo 
vy we dare not make the outward aéts of 
Religions worfbip common to God and his 
creatures, for that would be repugnant to 
the nature and defign of Religious wor- 
jbip, which was. intended for a publique 
manifeftation of the peculiar. fervice we 
owe tothe Creator and Governour of the 


World, 


’. And hereinthofe of the Church of Rome 


fall fhort of the Heathens themfelves, who 
had fo great an apprehenfion of the necef- 
| fit 


| 
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firy of fome appropriate aéts of divine 
swor{bip, that fome of them have chofen ° 

to die, ratherthan to give them to what. 

they did not believeto be Ged. We have: | 
a remarkable’ ftory to this purpofe in Ar- lhe de. 
viam and Curtivs concerning Califthenes. ee — 
Alexander arriving at that degreee of va- curt. & 
nity , as to defire to have divine wor{bip 
given him, and the matter being ftarted 

out of defign among the Courtiers, either. 

by Axaxarchus, as Arrian, or Cleo the si- 
cilian, as Curtius faith, and the way of 
doing it propofed, wiz. by incenfe, and 
proftratios ; Callifthenes vehemently op- 
poted it, 2s shat which would confound — 

the difference of humane and divine wor- 
fbip, which had been preferved inviola- 

ble among them. The worfbip of the Gods 

had been kept up in Temples, with Al- 
tars, and Images, ana Sacrifices, and 
Hymns, and Proftrations, and fuch likes 

but it is by no means fitting, faithhe, for 

ws to confound thefe things, either by lif- 
ting up men to the honours of the gods , 

or depreffing the gods to the honours of 

men. For, neither would Alexander /uf- 
fer any man to ufurp bis Royal dignity by 

the votes of mens how mach more juftly 

may the gods difdain for any man to take 

their bonours to wa ? Which ——— 

| rae 0 


AS 


i n— aaa — 


(212) | 

of {peech coft Callifthenes his life, a Site. 

Plutarch after. Anditappears by Plutarch, That 
vit. Are the Greeks thouyht it 4 mean and bafe 


—. faxerxe. 


tlian, thing for any of them, when fent on an 
Var. bit. Embaffy to the Kings of Petia, to proffrate 
“162% shemlelves before them, becaufe this was 

| only allowed among them:-in divine ado- | 
- vation, therefore, taithhe, when Pelopi- | 
| das and I{menias were fent to Artaxerxes, 
Pelopidas did nothing unworthy, but I 

“menias /et fall his Ring to the ground, 

+. dnd flooping for that, was thought to make - 
hys- adoration ; which was altogether as 
good a fhift as the Fe/wits advifing the Crs- 

' cifix to be held in the Atandarins hands 
| while they made their adorations in the 
Junin. 1.6. Heathen Temples in China, Conon re- 
——— fufed to make his adoration, as a diferace 
yorndt. to bis City ; and Ifocrates accufeth the Per- 
“" fians for doing it, becaufe herein they 
fhewed, that they defpifed the gods rather 

than men, by proftituting their honoars to 

their Princes, Herodotus mentions Sper- 

chies and Buluw, who could not with the 
greatest violence be brought to give ado- 

Herod. 7. Yation to Xerxes, becaufe it was againft 
a the Law of their Country to give divine 
Val, Maz, honour to men, Valerius Maximus faith, 
»6 63 the Athenians put Timagoras to death for 
doing it ; fo ftrong an apprehenfion had — 

ic | poflefled 
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poffeffed them, that the manner of wor- 

{hip which they ufed to their gods, fhould 

be preferved facred and inviolable. And 

yet Artabanus in Plutarch, when he was Plware' in 

per(wading Themiffocles todo it, made ufe ae 

of the very argument of a relative Latria, 

viz. that he was todo it to the King asthe 

Image of God that preferves all things ; 


which according to T.G. and his Brethren 7G.p.1504 


was a fufficient (a/vo for it. Forwhymay 

nota Prince have this relative Latriagiven 
him, with far better reafon than a fenfelef 
Image, inas much as he reprefents God . 
with much more Authority and Aajefty 

than any Jmage cando? I confels Cajetar cajet. in 


hach in fome meafure propofed this objec#i- 44:2:2-1% 


: é 1020 47la2< 
ow, but heonly putsit 4s to man in gene- O50 4083 


val as made after the Image of God, viz. 
why God- may not be worfbipped in that 
Image as well as in an inanimate one ? 
And the anfwer he gives, fhewshow much 
he was troubled with it, for he diftin- 
guifhes of a twofold Image, viz. one that 
ss capable of no honour for it felf; and 
another that i, viz. a rational Image 
fuch as man is , now, {aith he, we may give 
a relative Latria, where the Image i not 
capable of honour for it felf , but not 
where it #, For what reafon, I befeech 
him ¢ Thadthoughe, the more lively, the 
nn ar Se 
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reprefentation had been ; and, the more 
excellent the Jwaye, ithad been the grea- 

ter Afotive to worlhip what was repreient- 

ed by it. Otherwife the more deformed 

and unlike the Zwsage is, the fitter it were | 

for worfhip, and I fhould think chere were ' 

no comparifon between the reprefentation 

of God, inthe perfections of mens minds, 

‘and their dominion over the inferiour crea- 

tures, and that whichis made of dull and 

fen{eleis matter: andamong men no Jmaye 

‘fo fictoreprefent God, asthat of a meghty 

Prince fitting upon his Throne of Adaje/ty, 

which ftrikes more awe and terrour into © 
‘mens minds, than the picture of an o/d man 

| upon 4 Church wall: and nocwithftanding 

_ -7.G.p.88, what T. G. hath admirably (aid on behalf 

8% of pictures ( which I fhall confider in its 

due place ) 1 am ftill aprtothink, chae 

the nearer any being approaches to God in 

Mayefty and wifdom, it doth give more 

lively and powerful reprefentation of him, 

as an object of worfhip ; whythen may 

mot we worfhip God in the Perfor of a’ 

great Priace, better thanina curious Jmsage 

or Picture? All she fenfethat I can find by 

-way of anfwer in Cajetan is this, That we 

eught not to worlbip Godin aman although 

he be the Image of God, to avoidthe dan- 

ger of giving divine worfbip to a Crea- 

‘tare: 
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ture: very well! but-is it nota greater 
fault to give divine worlhip to mans crea- 
ture thanto Gods ? fora picture at the belt, 
is but she work of mens bands,. But he 
cannot deny, that ia fuch a cafethe Latria 
pafles to God, through fuch an Image as 
4 man or a Prince, but becaufe of the 
danger men are in of giving divine wor- 
[bip to creatures, they ought to abjtsin 
- from it. Nery good ! but is there not as 
much danger of mens worfhipping Stocks, 
_ and Stones, and Jmages, as there is in wor- 

Shipping Prizces or mankind? And if a 
relative Latria will not juftifie the one, 
much lefs certainly can it do the other, 
‘But of this hereafter. The thing I ob- 
ferve now is, how careful even the Hea- 
thens have been, notwithftanding they - 
heard of the fame pleas that are ufed in 
the Charch of Rome, to preferve the ca- 
ftoms of external adoration pecaliar to their 
Goas 6 | 


2. Icomenowto thew, That God by his 73 
Law hath: appropriated fome external acts ~~ 
of worlbip to himfelf, fo as to make it 

— unlawful to ule them to any other befides 

him, Muaimonidesfaith, That to make 4 rystuon. de 
man guilty of Idolatry by the Law of Mol. c. 3. 
Moles, it sas aecelfary that be were cop. 10. % % 

| PA viited*” 


enliar to God? 


_ For they confefsin words, that Sacrifice ss 
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witted of one of thefetwe things. 1. Ei- 


ther. that he did ufe the atts of worfbip 
proper tothe Idol, therefore the Sanbe- 


_ -drin were to enquire not only whom men 


worfbipped , but in what manner. Or, 
2, That he made ufe of any of thofe acts 
of vworfbip to an Edol, which God ‘hath 

appropriated to bimfelf, for which hein- 


ftanceth in Jncurvation, Sacrifice, Incenfey 
and Obfations : and adds, That whatever 


worlbip was made proper to God by their 
Law, the ufing of that to an Idol, al- 
though it were not the proper worfbip of - 
that Idol, made 4 man guilty of Idolatry. 


-Hereare two things farther to beenquired 


into. 1. What thofe acts are which God did 
appropriate tohimfelf ? '2, How far Gods 


PY 


appropriating them to himfelf doth now con- 


cern ws? i,e. whether the Charch hath 
any Uberty to alter the nature of thofe :. 
acts, fo as to make any to be common to 
Godand his creat#res, which were then pe- 


1, What thofe aits are which God did ap- 
propriate to bimfelf ? i.e. which he com- 
bidtobeufedto anyother? - 

1. And of thefe, chemoftindifputable 
between us and our Adverfaries is Sacrifice. 


 ‘manded to be ufed to himfelf, and did for- 


- 
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fo peculiar to God that it ought wot to be 

offered to any elfes becaufe the wordsof | 
Scripture are fo plain tothis purpofe, He Exod. 22. 
. that facrificeth to any God fave unto the |. 2° 
Lord only, fball furely be put.to death: ee, pres 
which words are cited by quinastothis |, 
purpofes; and my Adverfary 7. Gc. doth 
- -contefs, that the offering of facrifice not 

only by the cuftom of the Church but of all 

mankind, as St. Auftin teacheth, i appro-T.G- p.389. 
priated to fignifie the abfolute worfbip due | 
only to God. It feems fo much the more 
ftrangeto me, that after this he fhould con- 

tend, that Saints may have a fhare in 

the honour of facrifices, but he pretends, 
‘that all that their Church means by it, 
‘és no more than giving God thanks by a 
facrifice offered to bims for the vertues and. » 30; 
prerogatives ( for inftance ) he beftowed 
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Su[cipe fantta Trinitas banc. oblationem 
quam ego tndignus. peccator offero in 
honore tuo, B. Marta cy omnium fan- 
étorum pro peccatis & offenftonibus 
mets, cp pro falute vivorum ce requie 
omnium fidelium defunttorum.. In no- 
mine Patris cy Filit cy fpiritus fantti 
“acceptum fit omnipotents Deo hoc (g- 
crificium novum. | a2 22 ah 
In the o/d and mew Roman Miffal, and 

the Adiffal. of Paris, 1520, and the Adiffal 

of Zyoas, it is thus, ae er 

Sufcipe fanita Trinitas banc oblationem 

quam tibi offerimus ob memoriam paf- 
fionis, refurrectionu, & afcenfonis. Fe- 
fe Chrifti Domini noftri; Gy in homre 
B,. Marie femper Virginis, ce B. Fo- 
hannis Baptifte, ¢» (anttorum Apoftolo- 
rum, Pauli, . iftorum cy omninm fan- 
choram , ut illis profictat ad houorem ,, 
nobis autem.ad faluten, ec illi pro no- 
bis intercedere dignentur in cals, quo- 
rum memoriam facimus in terris, per 
Chriftum Dominum noftrum 

In the old Atonaftick Miffals, menti- 

Bena. dere- oned by Cardinal Bona, the Offertory ran in 

. bas Liturge oh: . ; 5 
I, 2.6.9. t \s Form, , 7 

Sufcipe fanita Trinitas unus Deus, hanc 
| oblationem quam tibi offerimus in me- 
mortam beate Palffionis, Refurrettionis, 


C219) 0 
er Afcenfionis Domini noftri Fela Chri-— 
ftiy Gin honorem B. Marie femper Vir- 
Linis, genitricis ejufdem Domini noftri, 
cy omnium fanctorum cy fanctarum , 
Caleftinm virtutum, cy Vivificea cre 
cu, ut cam acceptare dignevis, pro no- 
bis peccatoribus, cp pro animabus om- 
nium Fidelium defunctorum. 
_ Inthe Ambrofian Miffal, it runs thus, 
Et fafcipe fanita Trinitas hanc oblationem 
_ Quam tibi offerimus pro regimine cy cu- 
flodia atque unitate catholicea fidet, Ce 
proveneratione quoque B. Det gemtri- 
cis Maria, omntumque fimul fanctorum 
tuorums: cy pro (alute Crincolumitate 
famulorum, famularumque tuarum, &c. 
In the old Ads(fal of ilyricus, publifh-- 
ed by Cardinal Bona, the form in other giy4 4p. 
things agrees withthe Roman Adiffal, on- pend.p.s4s 
ly afeer. FefacChrifti, ithath, c& in hono- 
vem fanttorum tuorum, qui tibi placue- 
yunt ab tnitio mundi, c ecorum quo- 
vum hodte Feftivitas celebratur, @ quoruns 
hic nomina & reliquia habentur,ut illis pro- 
ficiat ad honorems,nobis autem ad [alutem,&c 
I defire to know of T. G. whether this 
be no more than giving God thanks for 
their vertnes, when a propitiatory facrt- 
fice is offered up to God-for their honour ? 
and that their honour may be increafed 


by 


i 
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by if, and atthe fametimeto pray, that, . 


they would intercede with God for them. 
What is joyning creatures together with 
God in the honour of facrifice, if this be 
not’ How comes a propitiatory facrifice 
for fin, and that both for the quick and 
the dead, to be turned into a facrifice of 
thanksgiving forthe Graces of «a particus 
lar Saigt ? How ftrangely would it have - 
— founded among the Jews, for aman to have — 

' - offered a fin-offering to give God thanks — 
for the Fatth of Abraham, or the mecknefS 
of Mofes, or the wifdom of Solomon ? » 
And at the fame time when this facrifice 
was pretended to be _ only to God, tO. 
pray that they would intercede with God 
for him, 1s not the addreff tobe madeto _ 
him to whomthe facrifice is offered’. And 

et we find, that this is not only practifed 

uc juftified and defended in the. oman 

| Charchs for Bellarminnot only faith, that 
the Ma of st. Peter és fo called, becaufe 
at ts offered to God to give thanks for the 

Glory conferred on him, but becaufe he is 

vrlty ante. 22 20 fame tine called npos as a Patron 

[.3.c.4 and Advocate with God. But faith T.c.— 

Honour is nothing but a Teftinsony or Pro- 
teftation of fome excellency 5 pany ar bot 
thanks be given to God by words or by 
_ facrifice for the Gifts and Graces he rs 
: | te 
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beftowed on fuch 4 perfom, it if an evi- 


dent Proteftation of fuch excellency in that 
perfon, and confequently for his honour, 
though both words and facrifice be di- 


vetted to God and not to him, WWhode- — 
nies, that it is for the honour of a Perfon — 
to praife God for him? but the Queftion 


is, if facrifice be appropriated to the [ole 


Honour of God, howthe Honour of Satats — 
comes to be declared by it ? For a man 
whofe underftanding is not fhrunk up as — 


Beggars arms ufe tobe, mighthave fretch- 


ed it at leaft {ofar, as to have confidered, © 


that facrifice being an external fign, there 
are two things to be looked atinit. 1. The 
fignification of thatfign. 2, The sermto 
which it is directed, Now the main thing 
to be regarded in itas to Honowr, isnot the 


direition of it to its term by the mind, ~ 


forthatis feeret; but the exterzal figni- 


fication of itamong men. For, faith Agui- 

nas, the realon of facrifices is, that men 

by fome fenfible external Attings fbonld Agu, 2: 3 
; . aaa, he 8 : 

make a Proteftation by offering them to sh i 7 


God, of the fubjection and Honeur that is 


due tohim: now if this figs maybemade _ 


ufe of to fignifie any other thing, it is.not 


a peculiar and appropriate fign only. for . . 
thac purpofe to teftifie our {wbjection to. 
God. And to return the kindneff of his. 


twitch, 


‘ 
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twitch, by an example far more pertinent 
‘ “cothe purpofethan his was; how ftrange 
would it have been thought among the Per- 
fians, where projtyation was appropriated _ 
totheir Kézg.as a fign of {ubjectson tohim - 
alone, fora mantohave faid to him, Sir, 
I fall down before you in honour of the . 
_ Captain of your Guards 5 or of fuch and 
isch a Minifter of State: wouldtheKing  ~ 
have taken thisfor an appropriate act of 
Honour to himfelf ¢ So that though he fads _ 
down only to the King, if he declares he 
intends ic for the honour of another, he: 
takes away by his words, the fignificancy 
of his action: ‘Thus if facrifice be fo 
appropriate-to the honowr of God, that ic _ 
cannot fignifie' any thing elfe; then ic is © 
nonfenfe vo. facrifice to-God for the Honour 
of another’ ;. if ic may fignifie any thin: 
elfe, and be fo ufed in the Charch of Rome, 
then they donot referve fo much as facri- 
fee foran appropriate fign-of the absolute: 
¢-  worfbip of Gok, = : 


2. 8. 2. Religious adorationis appropriated to’ 
God in Scripture , for fo the command 
| runs, as it is explained by our Saviour, - 
Mat. 4c» Foow {halt worfbip the Lord thy God, and 
him only {halt thow ferve. They who- 
would make the reftrittive particle belong 
4 - to 


1 
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to the latter clanfe and not to the Fifty cones Nie 


donot attend to the reafon of our Saviours cen. 2. Le0- 


eee . : nard Ruben 
ufing thefe words, which wastorejeét the 772 Rute 


Devils temptation about adoration, and it 1.2.0 15. 


would not have had force againft the cemp- 1 - 

tation; if men weremore at liberty asto lanée. " Bede 

worfbip, chan they areas to fervice.And it titeetcrg 

is obferved by thofe who have moft confi- 

dered the importance of the Hebrew‘ word, 

sinw, that ig doth not fignifie an 2é¥ of the 

mind, but of the body, either by incur- 

Dation or proftration, Although adorati- 

on be fometime taken for all the external 

atts of Religions worfbip,as Fobn 4:29. Atts * 

$.2:7, yer he Se ew be Ok of it, is 

that ac? of Religious wor[bip which is per- 

formed by the motion of the body. And fo 

adoration is accounted in the Schools one 

particular part of proper Religions worfbip » 

Aquinas puts it before facrifice, and makes .4q. 2. 2; 

that place of our Saviour the foundation of a ad : 

it; and: among external figns, he makes”? 

this the greateft, and that it ts intended 

mot barely to declare our inward Réves 

rence, but that by the ufe of this, ourin- . - 

ward devotion may be more excited, it. — 

being natural for us to proceed from fen- 

fible 0 sarvkeited wot _And fr ‘is a sale ae 

ferved by rfambertus, a late Profeffor of thomad q. 

Divinity in the ‘Sorboz, That where prs oe I. 
| _ be 
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the Scripture (peaks of adoration, it is al- 
wayes exprefjed by fome external figng 
asa note of {ubjection in his that adores 
towards him that is adored: ( which ob- 
. fervation if underftood of a corporeal fizn, 
is not intended for Ange/s, butmen, for 
| adoration is in Scripture attributed to An- 
gels.) And he well obferves, as tothe 
fenfe of Aquinas, That he muft make the 
external fign neceffary to the formal att 
of adoration, becaufe he ranks prayer 
among the internal adits , which he could 
do upon no other reafon, but becaufe prayer 
_ may have. its compleat att in the mind, 
wohich he [uppofed that adoration could not ; 
and withal he proves (contrary to the opi-. 
nion of Suarez) That the internal atts 
of vertue, though defigned by the mind, 
as a token of fubmiffionto God, cannot be 


: . the proper aéts of adoration, becan(e they 


are not adequate and proportionable figns 
to expreff our (obmiffon to God. And 
theretore Damafcen defined adoration to be 
OULELOY “TOT TWTIOS, fign of | fabjection, and 
Anaftafius Bifbop of Antioch, tuoans muss, 
an outward exprefftion of honour, by which, 
3 faith Vafguez, he dothnotmeanany bare — 
" honour, buatthat which implies fisbjection. 
But Damafcen yet more fully faich, itis ~ 
fign, not barely of honour, but <arkdows 


& 


% 


Gas) 
é Hy TAMAVCA GEMS » of fubmiffgor and humility 5 


notasitis taken for chap particular ver- 
tue, whereby. an inordinate value of.obr 


felves is repreffed, -bpt asic implies ay ac- 
knowledgement of Gods. fuperioraty and 
dominion over us. And ic is pbfervable 


that St. sgefline, where he. {peaks of . 
_thofe chings which are moft peculiar to the. - 


worl(bip of God, he joyns adoration and f[a- 


- ertfice together. Putaverunt .quidam de- Aug. de Cis 
ferendum Angelis bhonorem vel adorando vit. Dei. 


wel facrificando, qui debetur Deo, c coram le 108 6619 


funt admonitione prohibiti > jalique. [unt | 


bec et deferre cui uni fas effe noverunt y 
whereby we fee he makes external adora- 
tion as peculiar to God ws facrifice, and 
Ludovicus Vives there faith, That he meant 
by the Angel that refufed adoration, .thé 
Angel that. forbad St.John, and bad him 
to worfbip Ged. Which.makesme won> 
der, thac Tt. G. fhould.make the ac of 
adoration equivocal, and oply facrifice ag- 
cording to St. Auguftin, to be appropri-. 
ated to fignifie the abfalute worfbip ,of 
God s for St. duguftin jayns both together, 
and makes one as #/awfal to be piven to 
any creature as the other, How then 


comes St, .duguftin’s authority tobe quit- 


_ted fortheone, and fo greedily embraced 


for the other? Is it that. facrifice doth of’ 
| 3 1 
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it [elf more pueperly fighifie our tnivard 


and total {uojeMion of our felves to God 
than the other doth 2 Butit would become 


' 7 6’s learning to inform us in chis mat- 


Suarer aad 


3.0.1b.9.2§ 


dip. §I. ; 
Seti. 4° , 


ter: fince the beft learned of their Divines 
do confels, That facrifice doth mit natn- 


vally fignifie any worfbip of God bat only 


by the imspofition of men, and that which 
it fignifies, fay they, w Gods being Au- 
thor of Life and Death, and if we take 


away this ng it contains nothing of 


| Aivine wor 


ip in its to Swarez, who 
faith, he follows Se. Adguftintx 7. How 
comes the de/frucfion of ay creature ander 
our commarid to fignifie the teward fubje- 
éTidn of our [elves to God? What plea- 


_ fare can We conceive the Almighty fhould 


take in fecing us to defttoy his creatures 
for his fake 2 Our minds maybe as far 
from febmitting to God, 4s thele things 
are of theunfelves from fignifyine fuch a 
fabmiffiin. Nay how comes a facrifice 
toftand fomuch in our fead, that becaufe 
we take away the life of that, therefore 
we own God as our Lord? Temight rather 
of icfelf fignifie chac we have the power of 
life awd death over Beafts, thanthat God 


 Wefquer-ad hach icover us : yet allthat sacrifice figni- 


3. po ai f.. 


93> Jo25- 
art, Se 


fies, faith Wafquez, is, that God ts acknow- 
ledged thereby to be the Author of life 
on i and 
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and death; and to this end, faith Yfam: yantert. 
bertus, it ws neceffery that the thing be 4d 3.?.1- 
deftroyed, becaufe the reafon of Sacrifice 7° ee 
lies.in the deftruttion of a thing offered fn. 
to God, Beir fo: bucof all things in the 
world, ic would never have come into my 
mind, nor I chink into any mans well in 
his fenfes, so offer up God hinfelf unto 
God as a Sacrifice, inorder to the teftify- 
ing the devoting of our felves unto him, 
and yetthis, after all cheir talk, comes co 
be that external Sacxifce whichis theon-. - 

ly appropriate fign of the absolute worfbip 

of God, viz. the Sacrifice of the Mafs, 

_ wherein the Prieftis believed, to offer xp 

Goa himfelf under the jhecies of Bread 

and Wine to the Eternal God in token of 

our [abjeltion to bine, Methinks yer ic 

were fomewhar more reafonable to offer 

up drate Creatwres that are under-us, than 

God that is fo infinitciy above us; and 

fuch is the weaknefs of my underftanding, 

that chis {eems co be rather an argument of 

onr. power over God, than of our fabjeéti- 

os to Him. Burfince the formal reafon — 

of a Sacrifice isfaid to lie in the deflrutti- Tater. ad 
on of it, Good Lord! what thoughts pi eee 
maft thefe men have in their minds, ¢ if 2-3. dub.t. 
they have any ) whenchey chink it in cheir™® 
power 5 fish to make their Gud by {peak- 
—_— Qz 


ing 
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-ing five words ; then to offer him up as 
@ Sacrifice ; then to fuppote him deftreyed, 
and all this to ceftifie their fubmiffion to 
- God! I want words to exprefs the intole- 
rable -blafphemy and ablurdity of chefe 
1.G.p.391-things, Yet this, faith T. G. « fo appro- 
priate a fien of the abfolute worfbip-of ~ 
God, that that Religion which admits no - 
| external vifible Sacrifice, muft needs be 
deficient in the moft fignal part of the 
publick worfbip of God, What external 
vifible Sacrifice have you that we have 
not, -befides that of God himfelf whom 
‘you believe to be perfonally prefentascthe ~ 
object of divine worfbip under the fpecies 
dae oles Wine ? and yet when you 
have pleadedfo much for this prefesce to 
juftifie your Adoration, you then make a 
Sacrifice of Him and that he may be fo, 
you grant itis neceflary there be fome de- 
frruction of what was before, ie. Cif to 
the purpofe ) of him that was the Sacri. 
fice, otherwife the (pectes are made the Se-' 
crifice, and not the body and blood of Chrift.. 
But {uppofe you onlymake hima Sacrifice, 
as to hus body and blood, and notas to his. di- 
vine nature. .what becomes then’ of the 
body and blood of Chrift ? for, it muft be: 
| deftroyed to make a Sacrifice , where, 
how, by whac means.comes the body and 
i a blood 


\ 
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blood of Chrift to be deftroyed? when ‘ 


you fay, it there without the qualities 
of a body, that it cannot be feen, ov felt, 
or taffed, and yet is capable of beiag de- 
frroyed: fappoie all this be pafied over, 


how comes the offering up the very body - 


and blood of Chrift to God to fignifie our 


abfolute worfbip of him ¢ Will nothing — . 
elfe fatisfie to teftifie, that weare his fub- 


jects, unlefs we offer up to him the dody 


and blood of his own Sou? Is this indeed 
the moft ifiznal part of divine worfbip , 
which we muft be deficient in, tf we have 


it not? Wedo from our foulspraife God 
for that unvaluable sacrifice, the Son of 
God was pleafedto make of his own fe , 
when he was incarnate in our watare, We 
do frequently commemorate this Sacrifice 


of his according to his own i#ffcta@on ; 


andin the doing of that, we offer up our 


- felves unto Him as a reafonable fervice 
We.adore, and magnify Him for all His 
‘mercies, efpecially the fending of His Sox 
to die for ws as the greateft of all: Buc — 


we dare not let itenter into our — 
that we fhould ever eat or {wallow down 
the very body and blood of Chrift; and 


then precendwe have offered it .up to God © 
as a Sacrifice, and thatin token of our 42-. 
folute worfbip of Him. But fetting afide 


the 
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the nature of this Sacrifice, whichis the 
only externaland vifible fign of appropri 
ate worfbip to God, they pretend to have s 
Idefire yetto know how a Sacryfice doth | 
‘come to fignifie this abfolute worfbip more 
than adoration 2 Not by nature, for the 
lowly fubmiffion of our bodies feems more 
- naturally to fignifie the behaviour of our 
minds, than dny thing without us can do ¢ 
if it be by inffitution, it muft be either 
| Gods or mans s if mans, then either of. 
fering Sacrifice roacreature is Idolatry, OF 
not: if not, then giving abfolute worfbip 
to a-creatare is no Idolatry, ificbe, then 
tis Zdolatry to make ule of the onward — 
figns of divine worfbip which mankind 
have ¢greed npon, to any thing elfe but 
God. fF itbefaidto be Gods snftetution|, 
theft it. follows, that the applying any oat-_ 
ward figns of ty whichGod hath ap- 
propriated to bimfelf,” to any Creatare, 
is Idolatry, which’ is aS much as I defire, 
for then it will equally hold for Redégrons 
Adoration ; cfpecially if che principle of 
vrviags in Arriaga hotd true trae, that the wale of 
ae Sacrifice lies in the adt of adoration per- 
 ebbede Mee formed by tt, 
But T.G. pleads, That the ait of adora- 
tion s equivocal, thatis, that we read in 
Scripture, that ic hath been given to mex 
| as 
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as ipa ag £0 Ged, wy ner ener be 
‘Auch an appropriate jige of atuine worfpip. 
To his have already anfwered, by f 
ftinguifhing the 4:#, and the figuifcation. 
of ic, the external ad.1 grant may be per- 
fosmed upon feyeral grounds; As 1. Ci- 
vil fubjection, as by Wathan to David, 
a Kings 1. 23. 2. Csvil refed, as by 
Abraham to the Childrea:of Heth, Gen. 
23-7. 3+ Religious refpect, or as fome — 
callic, A¢oral Reverence, i.e, out of an 
opinion of great fanitity, without -/uperi- 
 eréty, as Nebuchadnezzar to Daniel, Dan. 

2.46. And (0 Abraham bowed co the 
Angels, Gen. 18.2. if he knew them to 
be what they were ; but if aot, as appears 
more probable both of him and Lot, by 


Heb.13, 2, then it was only anexpreffion 


of civil repeck ta them, 4. Oue of a 
fuddes tranfport, as St. Fobn did to the 
Angel ewice, which he would not have » 
done a fecond time, if he bad confidered 
his being checked for che firft, Rev.19.19. 
22.8, 9, Wow if chefe chings may by 
their circevaftanses and sccafiens be appa- 
rently differenced from each orher,and from 
thac Religions adoration which God doth 
gequize to be given co himfelf, then there 
can be no reason from thence to make the 
_ fiznificetion Of external adoration wo be 
45. — 4 equi 
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equivocal. ‘There is thé fame nature in 
 thefe a#s chat here isin words of different 
fignifications ; which being taken in gene- 
_ val are of an equivocal fenfe, but being 
_ confidered with. all their particular cércum- 
_ flances they have their fenfeforeflrained . 
and Himited, that it is eafie-to difcern the 
one from the other. . That we call there- 
_ fore Religious adoration, which is perform- 
ed with all the cércumftances of Religions 
_worfbip, a8 to. time, place, vccafien, and 
-fuch like; as if mer ufed -proftration vo 
any thing within the Courts of the Temple, 
'  Cwherein fome.of the Fems thought chac 
poftura only! /awful ,) if ic were done in 
the t#me,oF Sucrifice, or devotion, if the 
—— occafion Were {uch ,as required no re/pect of 
any other-kind, as when the Devil de- 
mandedaf chrift to’ fa down and worfbip 
him ; imthefe and fuch like ¢ircumfances 
we fay adoratiozhath thedetermin’d figns- 
. feation of. Religious worfbip, and isan ap- 
propriate ig OF ‘it, by Gods own inftitution, 
Thence the Pfa/mi/Haith,o come let us wor- 
Pfal. $3.6 (hip and bow down, let us: kneel before the — 
Lord our Maker ; and.God forbids bowing 
down to and wor{bipping any gravenlmage, 
or fimilitude, where the bowing down isone — 
_ act of worfbip, and was fo efteemed by the 
-¢ommon confent of mankind, «as. might be 
| ea  eafily 
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‘eafily made appear by the feveral cuffoms | 
of extermal. adoration, that have been 
— ufediriall parts of the world, and ie might 
for che univerfality of the practice of it, 
vye with Sacrifice. So that on this-ac- 
count, as wellasthe proper figuification of 
it, adoration ought to be efteemed as figni- 
ficant and peculiar a fign of abfolute wor{bip 
‘as Sacrifice. Thereareonlytwothings thac 
. feemyettomakethis adoration not appri- 
priate to God, (forthe inftances of Balam 
and Sau/ are not worth mentioning ) and 
thofe are, Fofbua’s Religions adoration of ' 
the Angel that appeared to him: and the — 
adoration that the Fews performed towards — 
. the Ark the latter is eafily anfwered, the- 
Ark being only a Symbol of the divine pre- 
fence of Gods own appointing, towards | 
which they were to direct their adoration 5 
(but of this at large, whenI come to the 
‘worlbip of Images )sthe other cannot be de- 
nied to be Religions worfbip, but weareto — 
confider, what Agatnas faith to this place, 44... 5: 
| that it may $e underftood of the abfolute r84.art.1. 
-worlbip of God, who didappear and fpeak 
tn the perfonof an Angel, And St. Atha- ahny. 
nafius exprefly faith, that Géd did fpeak inrvat. 4c. 
an Angel toMpfes at the burning Bufb rai 
when Moles was bid to put off his Shooes s 
‘as Foloua wasmow ; and by the defcripti- 
; . on 
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Exod. 3.5. ONOF him, «¢ Captain of the Hof of tht 
Lord, it is ane Fofoua ft icf on 
him as.an ordinary Angel, but as, the Angel 
Jo. 5-14 of wham Godfaid, that he {ould go before 
them, and vehom they ware bound to obey ; 
Ered. 23. and by compa ring the places in Exodus to- 
21, 22, 23-gether, where God afterwards threatens to 
\ feud ag Angel, and Mofes would aorhe 
33. 2, 14.fatisfied till God faid His Prefence [bould go 
—_ with them ; iisevidentthis Angel of Hes 
Prefence was more than a meer Angel; and 
therefore the Fathers generally {yppofe it 
_., wagthe Eternal Son of God who appeared 
preav.de inthe Perfow of an Angel, a Petavins 
Trinit, 8. hath ag lage proved: and is fufficiensly 
/"% — manifeft from hence, chat hey make ule of 
Adoration as & Certain argument to prove, 

that Chrift was not acreature , whichar-' 
“ — gumeng were of ng force at all, ifthey did — 
not believe, that aderetion was an ap- 
| propriate fign of shat abfolete werlbip - 
which belongs only to God: and therefore 
they obferve that when meer dage/s ap- 
peared, chey refuled adoratign, as the da- 
gels that appeared to AZance and St. Feber ; 
bur when adoration is allowed or com- 
manded, it was the dévime mature appear- 
ing in the perfon of an Angel, | 


g. The 
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3. The erection of Temples and Altars, }, 9, 
is another appropriate fign of dévine worfhip = 
which I need sot go about to prove from 
Scriptwre, fiace it is confefled by our Ad- 
verlaries. Ad Latriam pertinent temspld imocnt. 3. 
ey altaria, facerdotia, facrifisia, feftiri- Mie te 
tates, ceremonia, € bujufmodi qua foli Deo c. 11. ig 
fant exhibendas faith Durandus Mima- ples ie 
tenfis from Inzccemtins 3. and the applying ois, off. | 
thefe things to any bit God, he makes to 4 & ¢ uit, 
be idolatry. Bellarmin joyns Temples and fg” 
Alrars together with. Sacrifice as peculiar Beatit.i.1. 
to God; Templum, faith Cardinal Bows,“ '? |, 
tft domus Numini Sacra, a boule Sacred riturg. tr. 
to'Gods and yet Bellarmin had the confi- 19 
dence to ‘lay down this propofition, Sacra ere 
‘domus non folums Des, fed etiam fanctis tum 2004 
veite adificantar ¢ dedicantur: and he ' 
is noc fatisfied with the anfwer of fome 
Moderns, thatfay, That Temples cannot 
properly be eretted to any, but God, any 
more than Sacrifice can be offered to any 
but him, but becawfe there are many 
Temples dedicated to God, that they may 
be diftingnifoed from each other, they 
bave their denomination from particnlar 
Saints, Cwhich is an anfwer we find no __ 
fault with, if they do noc proceed tothe — 
worfbip and invocation of thofe Saints to 
| i whofe 
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whofe memory the Churches are dedicated, - 
asthe particular Patrons of it, ) buc Bel- 

‘larmin Wath found out a fubtlety beyond 
this; for he faw well enough this would 
nos reach home to their cafe, and therefore — 
he faith, That facred places are truely and 
properly built to Saints ; buthow? sot as 

"they are Temples, but as they are Balilice ; 
For, faith he, Temples have a particular 
relation to facrifice, but Balilice have not : 
and he confeffes it would be Idolatry to 
ereit them as Temples to Saints, but not 
as they ave Bafilice.. This isa diftsnction 
without any difference 3 for Ifdore, who 
certainly well underftood the fignification 
of thefe words, as ufed among Chriftians, 


| Hider. Ori-{aith, Nunc autem ideo divina Templa 


ie 'S Bafilice nominantur,. quia ibi Regi omnium 
Deo cultus.@ facrificia offeruntur : and 
that which we infift upon, is not, the zames 
that Churches are called by, nor the pre- 
fervation of the memories of Saints in- 
them, but the eredtinz them to Sains as 
places for the wor/bip and invocation of 
them. And the vanity of this diftinction 
of Templesf{rom Bafilice, becaufe Temples 


Turnth. Ad- yolate only to facrifice, will eafily appear, 


verf. 1. 19 


‘eg. if we confider that the proper fignification 


Varrro de of Templum was Domicilium, as Turnebus 
Ling. Lat. 
1.6. 


obferves, which is chat which Varro calls 
. | Templum 
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Templum natura; and in this fenfe, he 

{faich, Nevius called the Heaven, Tem- 

plum magnum Fovis altitonantis ; and 

from thence it was applyed to any place: 
confecrated by the Angurs, and fo by de-4. Gey. 
grees, wastakenfor any facred place that’ 4-¢ 7 
was fetapartfor divine worfbip ; for that — 

was it which made them facred, facra funt 

loca, faith Iftdore, divinis cultibus inffi- ld. Orig. 
‘tuta, Either therefore they muft fay, there" ** ° * 
is no proper worlbip .of God but. Sacrifice, 

or the notion. of a Temp/e.cannotbe {aid 

only toreferto Sacrifice. And among the 

Fews, our B. Saviour hath toldus, that the 
Temple had relation to prayer as wellas 


Sacrifice, My Howfe [ball be called a Houfe yatorr3 


of Prayer. Nould it not have been a arkir. 
pleafant diftinGtion among the Fews, if any rg. ro46. 
of them had dedicated a Temple to Abra- 

ham, with a defign to éavocate him there, 

and make him the Patrox of it, for them 

to have faid,. they buile ic asa Temple to 

God , but as a Bafilica to Abrahams for 

they facrificed there only to God, (orto. 
Godfor the honour of Abraham) but they- 
__invocated Abraham as the particular Pa- 

trom of it? - This. is .chat therefore. we 

charge them with, -upon their own princi- 

ples, chat when they dedicate Churches to 
‘particular Saints-as the Patrons. of: sae 

es | an 
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" amd in order to che. folemss invocation of 
= chege , . — do apply chac a 
themfelves confefs tobe an appropriate fign 
of divine worfbip. oe ae poe 

‘ fequenly by their own confeffion are guil- — 
ty of dalatry. Neither can it be pleaded 
by chem, -sbst their Churches and Altars 

_ are only dedicated to the honour of Ged for — 

> the memory of 4 particular Saint 5 for 
/ they confefs, that it is for the folemn txz- 
vocation of that Saist. And wich all in the 
Form of dedication in the Pontifical, there. 
‘is more implied, as appears by thefe two 

prayers at the Confecrasion of the Altar , 

The firft whenthe Bithop ftaads before the 
... efter in thefe words, - 
| Dens Ousnipetens, in enjus honoxem, ac 

Reatifime Virginis Maria co emni- 

um Sancborum, ac momen cy memo- 

wham Sanit tui N. nos indigni alta- 
.. we bac. confecramus, SC. Se 
The other, after che Bifbop: hath with bas 
right thumb dipped in the Chrifm, made 
the fign of « Crof upow the Front of the 


Aitary = 7 
Majefatens tun, Domine, | humiliter 
smploramus, xt altare hoc facre wn- 
hionis libamine ad fufcipienda populs 
tus munera inunitam potenter bere - 

| disene, ce fanitificare dignerss, wt 
_ ee quod 


} 
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ywod narte & nobis {ub tui nominisin- 
-  aocatione, in lumrem Beatifime Vir- 
| gints Maria,  ommninm Sanctorum, 


atgne in memoriam fanthi tui N, Be. 


Where we fee, ‘befides the memory of the 
particnlay Saint co whom the -4/rar is de- 
dicated the Honour of the 8. Virgin and 
the Saénts are joyhed together with the» 
— Of God in the general dedication 
Of it, aan 
By the Pontifical, wo Altar is to be con- 
— Without ReAgwes, which the‘nigtic 
fore, the Bifbop is to put into a cizas 
weffel for that purpofe with three grains 
Of Frankincenfe, and then to feal trup; 
which being conveniently placed before 
the Church door , che Pigils are to be ce- 
lebrated that nighe ‘before ‘them, and the 
Nottnrn and the Afattins, for the honoar 
of the Saints whofe the Reliques ares and 
when the Religues are broughe into the 
Charth, this is one of the Autiphona’s, . 
 Surgite Santti Det, de manfonibus ve- 
| Pris , loca fanthificate, plebem bene- 
— Bicite, e& nos homines peceatores in 
pace cuftodtte. . | 
The ‘form. of confecration of the dMfar ic. 
felf, is this, fr rh ra 
Sanitificetur boc Altare in bonorem Dei 
| oMauiporentis, CG» gloriofe Virginis 
| , Maria 


“7 


Trigaut. 


\ 
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. Marie atque omninm fanttorym, & 
_ 4d nomen ac memoriam Sancti NL 
In China, Trigawtine faith in the Chap- 


. Exped, Site pel they had there, they had two A/ars, 


1. $e Ce 15. 


one to our Saviour, the other dedicated ° 


tothe B. Virgin, without any diffinction 


at all. In.the tpeech the Bi/bop makes to 
the people he utterly overthrows BeMar- * 
mins diffinttion of Templum and Bajilica 
for, he faith, sullibi enim quam in facris 
Bafilscis, Domino offerrt facrificium debet, 
Te feems then Bafilzce is taken witha re- 
{pect to facrificeas wellas Templum: and 
se he declares that he hath dedicated 


a oS 


God inthe honour of dedication, | 


~ Let us now compare the practice of 


the Roman Church. in this matter, with 


‘Ss. Bafil. tp. 


the argument which the Fathers made ule 
of, to prove the Dzvintty of the Holy 


. Ghoft, becaufe we. are a to be hus Tem- 


ple. If we are faid, faith S. Baftl, tobe his 


ad cafari. Temple becaufe he 1s worlbipped by us and 


enf. ed. 
Bafil.p.361 


dwells in us, then it follows that he 1 God, 
for we are commanded to worfbip and 
g ° 83 , Serve 


( 
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ferve God alone, Whereicis plain S, Ba- 
fil. takes a Temple with a refpect to wor- 
fhip and not meerly to facrifice, A Tem-— 
ple -belongs only to God and not toa 
- creature taith S, Ambrofe, therefore the Ho- Ambrof. 
ly Ghoft is God, becaufe. we are his Tem- eat 
ple. - This w peculiar to the Divine na- see 
ture, faith S, Cyril, to have 4 Temple to sSyit-rne 
dwell.in. If we were to build 4 Tem- {aur fidi l 
ple, faith S. Auzujlin, to the Holy Ghoft , ab hEY Me 
in {0 doing, we fhould give him the. wor- ep. 66.6. 
{hip proper to God, and he muft be God to 
whom we give divine worfbip, for we muft 
worlbip the Lord our God, and him only 
muft we ferve: the fame argumenthe ur: 
ges in feveral other places; 4 Temple , Semon — 
faith he, was never ereited but either to lies 
the true God, as Solomon did, or to falfe co Maxim 
Gods as the Heathens ,.and this argument 7 
from our being [aid to be the Temple of 1.3. ¢ 3 
the Holy Ghoft, he thinks is ftronger, than 
-if adoration had been {aid to be given to 
it; for thi ws fo proper an -ait of divine 
worlbip to. erect a Temple , that if we 
fhould.do it to the moft excellent Angel, 
we |bould be anathematized from .the 
Church of God, Hoc nunc fit quibuflibet 
Divis, (lath E-almsus there inthe Margin.) 
Thu is every where now done to Saints y 
at which Petevins is very angry; and 
| ~ OR faith, © 


Petav. de 
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faith, they do it net to the Saints per fe ce 


ZVinit. 1.2. pyeeipué. But what becomes then of the ar- 


C. 16, RI J 


“pument of the Fathers, which fuppofes 


the ereGting a Temple to be fach a peen- 


. tar ac¥ of adoration y that it cannot be 
applied to any eveature, 20 nor feconda- 


vify? For then the oppoters of the Divi- 
wity of the Holy Ghoff might have eafily 
an{wered S, Auguftins argument after the 
fame fafhion, w/z, that we. were faid to 


be the Temple of the Holy Ghoff, wot per 
fe c& pracipne, but only fecondarity, ‘as it 


was the divine inftrument of purifying 
the sos/s of men. From hence we fee, 
how unanimoufly the Fathers looked on 
the dedication of Temples and Altars , as 
an appropriate jigs of that abfolute wor- 
fbip we owe to God; and that noc meerly 


“as an Appendix w facrifice , but as it 


Zo G. p-G06« 


jug, %.é. it may be accommodated to 


contains in it fach an a& of adoration as 
is peculiar to God. | 


4. The barring of Incenfe as a token 
of Reliziows morfiip. For ocherwife, it is. 
of the nature of the ostward 2éf of adera- 
tion » and may be done on meerly cévst 
accounts; and fo far T. G. was in the 
right when he faid, that burning incenfe 
ws a ceremony of the like nature with bow- 


feve- 


(243) 


feveral ufes; but as I have proved thaé | 
Religious adoration is a peculiar ac of di- 


vine worfhip, fo I fhall now do, canceri- 
- ing the burning of incense when it is uled 
as a token of Religious worfbip. lf 
there were any difference under the Law 
between the Altar of burnt offerings, and 


the Jdltar of incenfe, this latter {ecms to _ 
be more particularly 5 ie orig to the 


worfoip of God, For the High Prieft is 
not only commanded to burn upan it per-- 


— petaal incenfe before the Lords but it is gyed 


Aaid,so be moft holy tothe Lordy and it ftood 
in a more holy place. And we fee by our 


Saviours interpretation of the precept of © 


worfbip, although the reftrictive particle 
were not in the words of the Law, yet, 
he fhews us chat ic was in the fen/é of 
ir; and that certainly is to be underftood, 
where a thing is faid to be afb holy to 


God, i.€. appropriated to himfelf after a. 


peculiar mander - and we have feen by 


— Mainntdes that incenfe is joyned with 


facrifice 5 fo that a perfon is made by 


their Law as guilty of Jdolatry, if he. 


burns incenfe to an Idol, as -if he offered 
Sacrifice. But weneed not depend onthe 
Fems teltimony in this matter; for thé 
Scripture isexprefs in it, where it {peaks 


7H | 


Of Heaskial’s aes Jy pieces the bra- 
7 a 4 


» Zoe 
8.1038 


3 
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2 King.18. 2¢% ferpent that Afofes had madé, for in 
| 4-thofe days the Children of Ijrael did burn 
Bellarm. de tncenfe to tt. Belarmine cannot deny, 
as that burning of wecenfe was a facrifce 
"among the Fews, and that was the reafon 
that Hezekiah brake the brazen Serpent. — 

in pieces, but,hetaith, tt not a facrifice 
now. Buchowcomes it to change iu na- 
tare? hathicloft any pare of its defiziti- 
on? if not, hath the Church power to 
make that which wasa facrifice to become 
none? 4, e,to take away an appropriate. 
. fign of |Gods abfolute worfbip ? tor fo they 
paul, ma. 2eknOWledge facrifice to be. Paulus Ma- 
ria Quarti 724 Quarti in his late Commentaries on 
comment.inthe Rubricks of the Miffal confefles that 
Coe allthe material parts of the definition of a 
tit. 4. fect. facrifice agree to the burning of. Incenfe 
1. dube2s in the Roman Church, tor it is an: oblati- 
_on made to God for his hononr by the change 
| of a fenfible thing, but, he taith, from 
Suarez that it. not a facrifice among 
them, but only an accidental sy fone to 
d facrifice: and might not the fame have 
been faid among tlie Fews ? and yet him- 
felf afterwards granis,. that it # a part of 
Religions worfbip.as honour ts thereby gi- 
wen to thofe that are txcenfed, and ws to 
be determined actording to the nature of . 
the objet , if it be given to God, -it is La- 
| as o we of : (ria, 
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tria, éf to Saints, it w# Dulia, oc. Ie. 
feems now, itis become more than an ap- | 
pendix, being a proper aét of worfbip, but 
all their care is to avoid its being a facre- 
fice, becaufe they give ic to Saints and 
Images, and when they are off from that 
difficulty they think they can -difpofe of it. 
as they pleate. Catharinus grants, that catharin. | 
burning of incenfe had the proper nature, polha o 
of a facrifice. among the Fews;. and that imaginum 
the veafon why Hezekiah brake in pieces Pe 325 
«the brazen Serpent was becaufe they did 
not direct their incen{e to the thing repre- 
fented by it, but terminated their wor- 
{hip on the fizn: but (1.)it feems then, the 
Scripture gives a very lame account of the 
veafon of it, for that mentions no more 
but their burning incenfe before it, which 
was no fault of it felf; but only chat they 
_ did not direét their éatenticn far enough. 

(2.) Ic feems, that faersfue ic felf may 
be offered to an Image; for Catharinus: 
grants, thac this had the mature of facri- 
free,.and there was no harm in the meer 
oblation, but only in the fhortne ff of the 
intention, Sanders faith, that God com- sanduy. de 
mianded the Fews to give Religions wor- honerat. 
{hip to the brazen Serpent; for, he faith, err 
— their very looking upon it was fuch, and p. 138. 
from thence he proves it lawful to worfbip 

a . RK ima- 


) adorat. l.2e : 
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Pweages; but Cope ( or rather Harpsfield ) 
will not allow it to be of the fame nature 
‘Alan. Capi with Images , eafily difcerning, that the 
Fee. 5 breaking of it .down would make more _ 
“ " apainft the worfbip of Jmages', than the 
_. fetting of ic up ever made forthem. For 
Vafquezin Vafquee faith, the peoples looking upon it 
as on 3, 2 order tothetr being healed, was no part 
gs of worfbip, being no token of {abmiffions 
and that God intended no worfbip fbould 
be given to it. Andhe ingenuovfly con- 
fefles, that when Hezekiah brake it in 
pieces, tt was. not becanfe it was worfbip- | 

ped for 2 God among them, or hadt 
‘worfhip terminated upon it, but becaufe 
the people gave the fame kind of worfbip 
to it which inthe Roman Church they give 
to their Images: bat he thinks that wor: 
[bip was unlawful to the Fews, which u 
lawful to Chriftians. And then why aot 
the offering facrifice to Images, as well 
7.6,p.428- 45 Lurning of Incenfe? But T.G, thinks, 
‘that perhaps the {moke of the incenfe (when 
ued as 4 fign of Religions worfbip) tron- 
bles my eyes fo that [ cannot diftinynifh 
between the ufe of it, as applied to God, | 
and as applied to bu fervants , or other 
things relating to him, \t is pity T.G._ 

——- had not been Hezekiabs Confeffor, to have 

> petter informed him about the Fews burn. 


: HO 
3 i tng 
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tag Of Incenje betore the brazen Serpent 3 
for he would in all probability have done 
his endeavour to have preferved ic; and 
if Hezekiah had pleaded the Lam that ap- 
propriated incenfe to the worlbip of God > 
‘¢he would have defired him fo clear his _ 
“eyes a little better, for then he might 
“‘difcern that bwraing incenfe was anin- — 
<* different ceremony, and may be applied 
“either to Ged or the creature, and that 
“the difference of thefe depends on the 


“intention of the perfons who do them; | - 


‘now how could any man tell by the ost _ 
€* ward act what the éatention of thele 
“perfons was * For all thac appeared, 
“they intended only to honour God by it ° 
“in memory of the great miracles he had 
“wrought by means of it ; and then it 
““was fo far from being evil, thatic was 
“can act of Latria to God. And why 
“Sfhould| Hezeksah deftroy the brazen 
“ Serpent, for being an occafion of Gods 
“ honowe ? This were fitter for Senache- 
“ ¥ib, ot Rabfbakeh to do, than one that 
“ profeifed to worfhip the true God: Is 
“not éxcenfe ufed daily in the Temple , 
‘are not the 4/8} and the veffels of the — 
“Temple perfumed by ie ¢ Why then: 

“‘fhould the érazen serpent be profaned 
“6 by that, which fasd#ifes other things 2 
— RY Theres 
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© Therefore only advife them to direé 
“their intention aright, andthere can be 
“€no harm inthe ufe of {uch an indifferent 
- “ceremony; and let the Brazeu Serpent 
“* ftand, to excite the devotion of the people 
“€cowards God in remembrance of whac 
“‘ he did to the people of old by the means. 
“Sof it. Bue it feems Hezekzah had nor 
Jooked over <Ariffotle’s threfbold {ofar as 
to know, that acts go whither they are 
intended s and therefore he took the 
giving of that pare of wor/bip which God 
dad appropriated to him({cif, tothe Brazen 
Serpent, to be fufficient ground for the de- 
_molifbing of it, without particular enqui- 
ry into the swteztions of the perfons, “Yer — 
I muft fay for 7. G. that hedothnot feem | 
fo confident of the ézdifferency of this ce- 
remony under the Law; for he faith, That 
at s6 nat appropriated, at leaft in the new 
Law, to the worfbip of God, and there- 
fore it ts in the freedom of the Church to 
determine how and when it fball be ufed. 
If he means by the wew Law, the Rubricks 
or practife of their Church, he faith true s 
for Jucenfe is appointed to be burat to 
Bellarm. de Images and Cructixes, and Religues out of 
ane ia Religtous honour to them : but if by the zew 
.  ” Law he means the Law of chrift, thac 
doth nor, chat Ican find, make any thing | 
| . ae - that 
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that God had appropriated to himfelf; as a 
figs of his own worfbip, to be common to 
any creature withhims but I am fure be- 
fore, that burning of Incenfe before Images, Ezek. 8. 


was accounted one of the abominations of 91% I> 
Tfrael, | : - | 


5. Solemn Invocation was anexternal 9 11° 
act of worlbip appropriated to God him- 
felf. Ay Houfe is the Houfe of Prayer, as 
faith our Saviour of the. Temple , by M&19-4% 
which it appears that folemn Invocation | 
wasthen looked on as a peculiar part of 
divine worfbip. But 1 need not prove 
this, fince it is granted by our Adverfa- 
. ries, thacone fort of Invocation us fo pro- 
perto God, that to give it to any befides - 


him were Idolatry ; which is, as T. G. 
expreffeth ict, te Prayer we make to God 
as the Author and Giver of alGoods but: 
a lower fort of Invocation, hecontends, 

may be given. to Saints and Angels. — 
My bufinefs here, isnot to difcufs the poine _ 
of Invocation, ( which is tobe handled ac 
large in its proper place ) but to fhew, in 
what fenfe ic was underftood among thofe 

to whom Ged gave the Laws of hws wor- 
{bip, and whether this ésfertowr fort of Jn- 
vocation were thought confiftent with the 

true worfbip of God. We willthen = 

pote 


7.G. p-288. 
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pofe thatinthe Temple of Hierufalem, at 
the boars of prayer, the Fews at the fame 
time, and withthe fame outward /folemmi- 
ty of worfbip, fhould make their prayers 
fi to God, to. have mercy upon them; and — 
then immediately to'make their addreffes to 
Abraham and Sarah, Ifaac and Rebecca, 
Facob and Fofeph, and Atfofes, and the Prp- 
| phets to pray for them ; whether would 
this have been thought agreeable to the 
command of worfbipping God alone? ef: — 
pecially, if thefe prayers were {aid before 

the pages of thofle perfows fet up in rhe 
_ Temple: for if the Law did only forbid 
the worfbip of Heathen Idols, there would 
be no repngnancy to the Lew in allthis, 
What courfe can we now take to re- 
folve this Queftion ? 1 know but three 
waies of doing it. 1. By comparing this 
practice with the precept of worfbip, For 
_ God being to appoint the Laws and Rules 
_of it, we are to enquire in the firft place, 
what his will and pleafure was, as to 
this matter; for he beft. knew what wor- 
foip was pleafingtohim. If he hath there- 
fore appropriated all acts of Religious mor- 
fbép vo himfelf, as itis plain he hath done 
by that Law, Thow {halt worfbip the Lord 
7 God, and him only fbalt thou ferve, 
_ then it is unlawful to give it to any a“ 
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If it befaid, they donot give rhe worfhi 
proper to God; 1 defire to know who fhall 
judge what is the wer/bip proper to God, 

He by his Zam, or we by diftinittons of 
- our own making ¢. Hath God himfelf made 
any {uch difinétion as this is? Hath He bid 
‘men to pray to Him a the Author and 
Giver of all Good, but to Angels or Satnts 
as Mediatours and Interceffors to Him? 
Nay hath He not forbidden it, when he . 
commands that all Religions worfbip with- 
out diffinfion, be givento himfelf? And 
where the Law doth not difinguifb,. what- 
prefumption is it inustodoit? 2. By 
the praétife of the Fewi{h Church, andic 
is granted by our Adverfaries, that there Bellarm. de 
was mo Invocation of Saints then ufed, 4% i 
becaufe, fay they, the Saints were then 0.19, 208 - 
only in Limbo, and not in their perfect icra Re- 
happineff, nor placed over the Charch as ‘A 681 a 
bhey are wows bue the Fews knew of no Suareg in 
fuch reafon as this to hinder them; for 32:7. 
they believed thofe great Saints to be in a fed. 1.de 
flate of perfect Felicity, therefore this “4-5 ™ 
could be no ground to hinderthem; and “*~ 
withal they had fo mighty a vezeration for 
_ the Patriarchs, and fo great a dread of 
the Divine Majefty, that if ic had been 
lawful, none would have been more ready © 
to have made ule of them as —— 

than 
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| ‘than they ;. for we fee how ready they 
" pait.gaag, Were to entreat AZofes to be a Mediator. be- 
: tween God andthem, why fhould not they 
have continued this after his death, if 
they had believed one. to be as /aw/fu/as 
the other? But although they..dtd not Ins 

_ vocate Saints, they might,do Angels; and. 
fome have attempted to prove they did, al-_ 
though the Fews know of no fuch practice 
among them, albeitthey attribute {o much. — 

Reuchlin. dt to the Power of -Ange/s, that nothing but. 
on Cala the fear of sdolatry could reftrain them 
Vortins in for they believe one to be a Spirit [et over 
eee ong. FtYe 400 another over Water, another over 

legis p16, Clowds, &c, asthe Eaftern Idolaters did. 

1% But did nut Jacob pray to the Angel, 
Gen. 48.16. the Angel that redeemed me 
from all evil, blef the lads ? No faith 
Avars. de Abarbinel, it was only 4 prayer to God, 
capite fidei thar had made ufe of his Angel, for, he 
Cha faith, God before whom my Fathers did 
walk ,.the God which fed me all my life 
long unto this day, the Angel whith re- 

- . deemed me, &c. if this were an invocati- 
onof the Angel, it was an invocation of 

him « the Author and Giver of all Goods 

‘which T, Gg. confefles to be Zdolatry: but 

| Abravanel parallels it with that faying of. 
Gen 24.7. Abraham, The Lord God of Heaven which 
took me from my Fathers Houle, “— 

| | fen 
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Send bis Angel before thee. But weneed 
not ren to the Fews to clear this place, for 
S. Athenafiws uppofing it to be an Jvoca- Athanef. c, 
tiom, from-thence proves, that it muft be 474 
underftood of theeEternal Son of God , rns 
for, taith he, Jacob would never have 
_ foyned a Creature together with God in ao 
bis prayers: and S.Cyrill, more general- cyritl. thee 
ly ; who would ever pray in the name of bak afferte 
Angels ? And S. Hierome in termsas large . Pes 
and.exprefs as may be, Nullum invecare, Proverb. 2 
ie. i nos orando vocare nifi Denm de- 
bemus ; we ought to invocate none by 
praying to them buat God himfelf: and 
from thence he proves the Wi/dom there 
fpoken of could be no created wifdom. 
So thac neither Fems nor Chriffians did 
believe the Javocation of Angels to- have 
been practifedin the Church ot Jfrael, : 
‘ 3.- In chis cafe iris reafonable to appeal 
tothe fenfe of Fewefb,Writers, who muft 
be prefumed to: underitand their own cu-. 
ftoms beft ; effecially: in refpea to /déla-’. 
try, which they have fuffered fo much for ;. 
and they unanimoufly declare it to be 
againft the fenfe of the Zaw, to. make 
Saints or Angels to be Medtators between 
God'and them, ALaimonides makes this yrasmon, 
to be confequent upon the precept againtt ¢p-Abrav, 
Idolatry, and makes it the fifth Fundamen-? 7 

ia. — tal 
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talof the Law; That we ought to worlbip 
God alone, and to make no Mediators bes 

'. tween God and us; neither Angels, nor. 
Stars, nor Elements, nor any fash things, | 

| becanfe we ought to dirgé? all our thoughts 
Arte. tt to God alone. And AbravanelinhisCom- 
naps Pats mentary upon the Fuxdamsentals of che 
Cub 20 fo'43- ie a é 
Law, faith, their wife men interpreted 
that verfe, the Lord our God is nigh unto — 

‘us in all chat wecallupon him for, shat 

they fhould only invocate God, and not Mi- 

chael or Gabriel, cre. and {faith prefently: 

after, That this fort of worfbip belongs. 

only to ee se to mane elfe, according to 

; the fenfe of their Wéfe-men.  Maimoni- 
ores des fon yas none of the Idolaters were 
636 ever fo med to think. there was #0 God be- 
fodes the. Idol they werfbipped, or that 
the Figure they worfsipped made and go 
wernea the World, but-they worfbip them 

@ Mediators between the great God and 

- them, wad fo he interpretsthat place, Afaé.. 

1. 11, dense fball be offered tow’ not 
Nomint meo, but propter me > as though. 

the Incen{e they offered to their Idols were 
for hes fake, and fo it isa meer relative 
Letrias and he adds, That rhe Idolaters - 
. did behe've one God, but offended againft 
_ the precept-which commands Him aloge to 
- be worshipped, The Pataphrafe of Fons- 


‘than 
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themupon 1 Kings 18.21. If the Lord be 
God, folow Him, renders it thus, Js sot 
. God thy Lord? therefore ferve Hin alone: 
and why do ye wander after Baalim ix 
which there is no profit. But need men- 
tion no more fiace a Learned perfon of our Hei cuitis 
Church hath proved in a fet Difcourle Wieo@e- 
from the feveral Teftimonies of Abes- Lond.1643. 
Esra, Kimchi, Farchi, Méofes bar-Nach- 
man, R. Bechai, Alfchéch, and others of 
greateft reputation among the Fews, chat 
they-wete guilcy of Jdolatry by their Law, | 
who believed one true God, bat gave Re- 
ligicws worfoip to ether things, a Medsa- 
tors between God and them, 


6. The laft I fhall mention as am appre- 3, 423. 
priate ait of dévine worfbip, is, making ~~ 
Vows te God, which the Scriptare hath fo 
fully declared to belong to God, as apart 
of divine worfhip, that our Adverfartes do 
not offer to deny it. For Vows are aot 
only {aid to be made to Ged, Namb. 30.2. 

Deut. 2g. 21, 23. but chey are joyned, 
with Sacrifice and Ob¢ations, Va.ag. 21. 
And therefore Aguinus makes vowing one 47- 2-2 ¢. 
of the proper acts of Latrts§ and Brlar- an de 
min confetles, That t is an alk of Religion cultu fant, 
dae only to Ged, Who could now have "2%: _ 
imagined, “after fuch confeffions to Pe 

a | oun 
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: found them in the Church of Rome making 


‘wows. to Sdints as folemnly asto God him- 
felf ; fo that if ever men did condemn 
themfelvesfor Zdolatry, they feem to doit 
by fuch plain confeffions of both parts, viz, 


_ that Vows area pare of the wor{bip due only 
to Gods and that they give this worfbip to 


Creatures. Here one would think we had 


‘them faft, yet if we do not look co our 


felves, they will flip. chrough our fingers, 

and efcape. Is not, fay I, a Vow « part 
of Latria that ts. due only to God? Yes, 
fay our Adverfarles, it-ts fo. Do not yon 
make Vows to Saints as formally and {o- 
lemnly as to God himfelf ; as the Domi- 
nicans Vow at entrance into their Order, 


as Cajetan faith, ismadeDeo, Beate Ma- 


ria, Beato Dominico cy omnibus fanttis > 
‘True, fay they, this cannot be denied, — 
Do not you then give to the creature the 
woerfbip proper to God, which you confefs 
to be Idolatry ? Hold, fay they, wedi- 
ftinguith : ‘bet about what ? about making 
Vows to'-Saints together with God , for 
may not we make a Vow to menandto 
God.too, -and who will fay chatis Idola- 
try. asforinftance, may noc aman Vow. 
to 4. and:B. chat he will give a hundred. 
pound to an Hofpital’ here the Vow is 
made both to Ged, and to 4, and 8. Pio 

| ere 


OST, 
here A. and B, are only witneffes tothe 
Vow, butthe formality of the Vow lies in 
_ the promife made toGod to do {uch things 
for his fervice and honour: and A. and B. 
have no concernmentinths. Batmay not 
men Vow obedience to Superioirs, and that 
ismorethan making them witneffes ? Ve= 
ry true, bucthen this obedience is the mat- 
ter of the Vow, or the thing that us vowed ; 
and in all Vows of obedience, there aré 
many limitations implyed, but there are 
none in the Vows made to God or thé 
Saints , but withal they Vow to God and the 
Saints that they will obey their SupeR- 
ours. So that their obedience to Superiours 
is but che matter of the Yow mace to God 
andthe Saints. wellthen, fay they, [up- 
“pofe we do make the Saints the objec of 
our Vows as well as God; yet wedo not 


confider the Saints as rational creatures 3 


, butasthey are Di ota Sea ‘aS Caje- 
tan and Bellsrmin both fay. And isnot 
this che very an{wer of the Heathens, that 
they gave divine worfbip tocreatures, not 
as creatures, but as Gods by way of parti- 

‘ cipation ? Is it indeed come out at laft, 
that wearetolook onthe Saints as inferi- 


our Deities, and onthat account may give 
cothem the worfbip proper 10 God? Votuns 


non convenit. fanitim faith Belarmin, nifi 
oo a 2 quae 


De fant. | 
beat. l. Le 
C. 20¢ 
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guatenus fant Dit per participationem, 
i fee truth may be fmothered a long time, 
and kept under by violence, but it will 
break ouc at laft, oneway orother. Ibe. 


_ gan to fufpect. fomething, when I found: 


the Atafter of Controverfies, {peak of the 
Saints being prepofiti Ecclefie {et over the 
Church, but I could hardly have expected 
to have found them owned for énferiour 
Deities, for what areiGods by participation 


 butfuch 2 derive their power from God, 


and are employed by Him to take care of 
thefe lower things ? So he faith, the Saints 
do curam. gerere rerum noftrarum, cake 


care of our — > andnow Ido not wone 


der co fee them make Vows to them, or 
perform any other act of Religious worjhip 
co them as well as to God. But after all 
this ado, may we not Vow to God upon a 
higher account, and to the Saints upon a 


| lower? Yes, nodoubt 5 juftas aman may 


fear Allegiance to his Prince uponthe ac- 
count of his Soveraign Authority ; and to 
one of his Subjects, as a lef foveraign. 
For if Allegiance be peculiar to Soveraign 
authority, how can itbe given to any.one 
that hath ic not’ And inthis cafe, iris 
confefled that Vows are a part of that wor- 


7 Ship which is proper only to God; and how 


then can they be given toany elfe befides 
i. —— Him ¢ 
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Hime And Bellarmin confeffeth > That 


Vows in the Scriptures are alwates taken 


for promifes made to Gods for when they - 


were written, there was:no {uch cuftoms of 
vowing to Saints. A very fair confeffion ! 
But how then comes that, which all che 
time when the Scripture was written was 
peculiar to God, to become common to 
Him and His Creatures ?. why may not 
facrifice be made common as well as Vows ? 
if ic be in their power to change thofe 
things which Ged by the acknowledgemene 
of our Adverfaries hath throughout the 
Scripture made peculiar to himfelf, 


2. This therefore. will require a farther 


debate, viz, how far Gods appropriating 
thefe Aéts of worfbiptohimfelf doth con- 
cer#us ? For which we are to confider, 

1. That itis granted by 7.G. tobe rea- 
fonable, that there fhould befome exter. 
nal atts of worfbip peculiar to God ;_ be- 
caufe the reafon of his worfhipis peculiar, 


Q. 13: 


as he isthe fupreme Lordand Governonr of 


the world. | | : - 
2. Thataéts of worfbip being defigned 
to honour and pleafe God, he isti:e firceft 
to determine what thofle peculiar aéfs of 
sworfbip thallbe. For S. Auguftis mentions 
chat dying of — as a principle of 


=. : a | 


Bas 
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— Anguf. de BAtural reafons Unumaquemgue Deum fic 

coulis ols oportere , quo modo fe ple colenduns 
panel effe praceperit ; that God oughtto be wor- 
{hipped according to His own appointment, 

To which himtelt adds, That if men wor- 

-  fhip God againft His will, they do not wor- 

{hip Him, but their own imagination: and. 
therefore they are to examine what wor- 

_, . fbip thes God doth referve to himfelf, and 
ovig.c. cell what He will allow to any other, Origen 
1,8. - 324 embraces that faying of ,Cedfus, That no 
inferior Being ought to recerve any Ho- 

nour againft the will of the Supream: and 
therefore he defires Cellusto prove, that 

thofe Demons and Heroes, which had di- 

vine worfbip given them among them, ever 

had the confent of the Supreme God for it s 

but it rather came from the ignorance and 

barbari(m of mankind, which by degrees 

fell off from the true worfbip of God, 

- And he infifts upon the demonftration of 

this, ‘as to all their Desties, how they can 

fhew that ever God gave way they fhould be 

worfhipped, "Amuatvres amdifiv wel 93 dhe 

Adu dunis am 1 bh min SE mt med ou; 

but we can prove, faith he, by evident 
arguments that it was the will of God that 

all men fhould honour the Son, as they do 

Hilar.de the Father, Dei honorem per Deum do- 

Ries *cemur faith Hilary 5 we underftand how co 

—— ; wore 
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wor{bip God by himfelf. S. Chryfoftom faith, chryint. 
Let us learn to honour Chrift as be wonld 09> at 
: op pod. Anti. 
have us, for that is the moft pleafing ho: rch, 
nour, which he would have, and not that. 
which we would give. §.Peter thought to 
honour Chrift by refufing tobe wafbed, but 
this was not honour, but directly contrary, 
Which I defire T. G. to take notice of, chac 
he may better underftand, that God cannot 
be honoured by prohibited aits of worfbip, 
‘whatever the intention of the perfon be. 
But one would think this werea principle 
{0 veafonablein it felf,that I néed not vouch’ 
Authorities for it, yet we fhall foon find 
thac all chefe Asthorsties. are no more than 
neceflary, - | 
3. Acts appropriated to the.worfhip of 
God by his own appotatment, mutt continue 
fo, «ll himfelf hath otherwife declared, 
For who dares alter what God hath ap-. 
pointed ¢ Indeed if the pecultar aéts of 
worfbip had depended only on the coxfeat 
Of mankind, there might have been fome 
reafon for men by common confent to have 
changed the wature and fignification of 
them. But finceGod by a Law hath ap- 
propriated {ome parts of worfbip to him- 
felf, we ought in manners to know his — 
mind, before we give away any part of 
that which was ge Sa tohimfelf , 
o 3 {0 
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to-any of his creatures. - 

4. Chrift hach no where made it awful 
to give any .4é#s that were before appro- 
priate to the worfbip of God to any crea- 
ture. Wedoacknowledge that Chréft did 
take away by the defiga of his doctrine, 
that external cerersomal worfbip that. was 
among the Fews; but he no where gives 
the leaft intimation , that any aé#s which 
before were peculiar to God, might now be 
given to any ed//e befides him. Nay, in- 
ftead of this, -he layes down the fame Fax- 
damental precept of worfbip which. was in 
the Law, Thou {halt wor{hip the Lord thy 
God, and hin only fhalt thou ferve, and he 
explains it more clearly to avoid all ambi- 
guity in it,by expreffing that reftrictive par- 
ticle oly , which was implyed before: 
His Apoftles utterly: refufed any thing like 
divine honour being given to them, and 
when one of them after an ecftatical man- 
“ner fell down before an Anze/, he was fe- 
verely rebuked for it, and biddento wer- 
fbip God. Sothat our Adverfaries grant, 
that fince the ixcargation the Angels 
~ would not. teceive any adoration from 
men ; it feems then the Gofpel is fo far 
from giving any countenance to it, thar. 
. it fuggefts a new argument againftic. 

5. The 


é 
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“+ 5, The notion of Idolatry under the Go. 
Spel, doth temain che — that, ic was be- 
ore. For we find fuch a fix often expref- 
fed, and condemned, and castions given , 
againft ic, Netther be ye Idolaters, as were 1 Cor. to. 
fome of them : wherefore my dearly bew~ 7 *4 
loved, flee from Idolatry; Little Children ys, Jonn 
keep your felves from Idols. Nhat xotion "3 21. 
‘of /dolatry could they have, but whatwas 
‘the fame, which the Fews had from the 
Law of Mofes ? The notion of Idolatry was 
a new thing among the Gentiles why knew 
no harm at allin giving divise werih'? to 
creatures, from whence fhould they wicer- 
ftand the finfulne{s and the zatare of it, if 
not from fome Law of God? the Apoftles 
pretended to give no wew Law about it, 
and never -corrected any miffake among 
the Fews concerning it,.as they did in 
other things; therefore the sotion of Ido- 
latry did continue the fame, that it was 
before. 
6. It was Idolatry among the Fews to 
give the appropriate aéts of divine wor/bip 
to any thing but Ged: which I have alrea- 
dy proved from the words of the Law, and 
the concurrent Teffimony of the Jewifh 
Writers; and from thefe things laid toge- 
ther, it follows, that ic is Zdolatry for men 
now to give any of che fore-mentioned 4p- 
. —S4 propriate — 


fe 203. 


from palfing whi Pate 
: conlequex:ly WP tt be intended or at- 
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propriate figns of divine wor[bip to any 
thing but God: whether it be facrifice, or 
adora:ton, Or building Temples and_Altars, 
er burning tncenje, or invocation, OF ma- 
king Vows, for if all thete were things 4p- 
propriate to the worthip of Gad by his 
Law, the ufing of thefe to any creature, is 
pot meer aifobcd:ence tohis Law, butagiv- 
ing to the creature the wor{bip proper to 
God, which on all fides is confefled to be — 
Ldolatry. ing, | 


Wo, laith T. G. this proves only an ex | 
trinlecal depominaiton of Idolatry, for éf, 
fortinftance , God hath forbidden external 
adoration to be given to an Image, his pro- 
hibition of fuch worfbip may wake tt indecd 
to be unlawjul , but hinders not the Act 
hither it was intended ; and 


yeited by tae underflanding and will to 
God, thouch after an unlawful manner, 
gt will mot fatl to be terminated upon God x 
and the act ts an act of difobedignce, or of 
fome other fin, and called Idolatry only by 
a Metapborical denominaticn, as Idolatry 
ts called Adultery, andthe Fields are [ad 
to be joyful and fing. For, as he faith 
eilewhere, as 20 command of God can make 
that tobe not Idolatry, which is fo in the 
|  Babure 
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nature of the thing ; fo no probibition (if 
there were any) could make that to be [do- - 
tatry which hath not init the true and reat 
nature of Idolatry. | a 


TJomake this matter the more clear, J 
fhall here take away this cavil of T.G., 
becaufe it relates to the right ftating of the 
Nature of Jdolatry ; which. is agreed on 
both fidesto he, giving to the creature the 
worlhip due only to God’, and the contro- 
verfie between usis this, whether on fup- 
pofition that. God hath prohibited the a 
of adoration to an {mage under the xotion 
of Ldolatry: that act be real Idolatry or 
xo? Theonly pretence on their fide that 
_ it was not, was this, that the intention of 
the Perfon being to terminate his worfbip 
on God, and not barely on the Image, it 
could not be real Idolatry ; my bufinefs was 
to remove this pretence; which I did by 
this argument, becanfe God himfelf denyes | 
to receive it, and. therefore it muft be ter- 
minated on the creature : the confequence 
of this T.G. rejects 2s utterly falfe., be- 
caufe humane alts go whither they are in. . 
tendéd, and that the prohibition of God on- 
ly makes the act unlawful, and doth not 
hinder its going toits object. To take off 
this, I undertook to thew, that where God 
hath prohibited any acts of worfbip, that 
; xg - 7 . . - . : | | worfbip: 


A 
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worfbip fo given cannot be faid to be ter- 


minated upon him: becaule worfbip being 
as here underftood, 4% owtward fignificati- . 
02 of honour and refpec#, God making 4 


' vile for his own worfbip, whatever hath 


difobedience in it, mult difbonour God, and 
chat were a contradiction to honour God by 
ss ; and thereforéGod giv- ~ 


ing it the denomination of Idolatry, mens 


_ gntentions could not excafe them fromthe 


wilt of it. For Ifaid, whitherfoever men 
ire€ted their intention , it is plain from 


Scripture, that God doth interpret this kind 


of worfbip to be terminated on the Image ; 
and therefore the J/raelites are {aid to 


worfbip the molten Image, although they 


directed their txteztion to Godbyit, This 


is the fhort and true account of the force 
and defign of. that difcourfe, upon which 
T.G. makes fuch clemours of vanity, im- 
pertinency, changing the Queftion, contra- 
dition, downright Sophiftry, and what nor? - 


fave only anf{wering the. argument con- 


tained in it. But I befeech 7. GC. to let 
me anderftand the Sophiffry of this argu- . 


ment: for he hath not yet difcovered any 


thing likeic, but only that hedidnor, or 
would not gxderfiand the ftrength and de- 
fign of ic. I will therefore do. him the 
kindnefsto make it plainet to him, . 


ee oot 


a (267) 

In all 4é¢s of worfbip there are three 
things to be explained. 1. The énward 
intention of the mind. 2. The oatward 
act of worfbip, 3. The paffing of that out- 
ward att according to the tnward intenti- 
02 or the terminating Of it. 


1, The ssward intention of the mind, is 


either ( 1.) Actual cogitation of the object 
sutended, or ( 2.) Directing the ostward 
act to fome particular end, Aswhenl 
fee a pittare that puts me in mind of a 
Friend, the izward intention of the mind 
inthe a& of feeing is carried tothe ob- 
jet reprefented, which is no more than 


 fimple cogitation, or apprehenfion of the 


Perfon by an Zdea of him in my mind, 

bat when I kéfs that pictre out of the 
. efteems Thave for him, the zatention of the 
mind is by that outward act to fhew the 
ve(pect 1 have for bis Perfon, 

2. The ostward act of worfbip may be 
confidered twowayes. x. Phyfically, and 
abftractly from any Law, and {fo it depends 

upon: the weture of the intention. 2. 2Mo- 
rally, as good or'evtl, and fo it receives its 
_ denomination fromthe Law, and not from 
the bare intention. of the Perfon; as ifa 
man fteals with an t#tention of charity, the 
goodnefs of his éstestion doth not hinder 
the a¢# from falling under the dexomination 
oftheft, =e Thee 
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3.. The paffing of the ovtward act .ac- 


cording to the z#ward intention , or-the © 


terminating of it , fignifics no more out 
. Of thefeterms, thanthacic was the zsten- 


tion of the perfon who did it to boxour 
Godby doing it; but whether this be re- 
ally anact of honoar to God orno, isnot 
to be judged by the imple intention of 
the Doer , but. by the Lew and Rule of 


worfbip which Godhath given. And how 


can God be honoured by a palpablead of 
difobedience ? and how can that worfbip 
be terminated as worfbip upon him, who — 
hath utterly refafed ic ¢ And fuppofing 
that God hath appropriated that outward . 
act of worfbip to himfelf, which is given 


tO anJmage, this is giving the worfbp to 


a creature, which is proper to God; which 
T.G. cannot deny to be the definition of 
real /dolatry, This was the meaning and 


intention of my former d:/conrfe, how- 


ever T. G. lamentably miftakes.and per- 


verts it. 


1. He faith, this zs changing the State of 
the Queftion, howfo? swby, forfooth, my 
charge was of real Idolatry, and my proof 


as only of Metaphorical Idolatry, and by 


extrinfecal denomination, What need is - 
there thatmen: have a care of their words 


| that have to do with-fuch Sephiffers ! All 


thac 


= 
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that I faid of dexomination, wasno more 
_ than this, The Divine Law being the rule 
of worfbip all prohibited wayes of worfbip 
muft receive that denomination which God 
himfelf gives them : what is this to Aze- 
taphorical Idolatry ? If Tfay that unjuft re- 
‘apes ones neighbour, or taking away — 
is Goods, ‘or lying with his.wife, muft 
receive that denomination which the Law 
— givesthem, doth this imply that it is only. 
Metaphorical Theft and Adultery, and 
falfe witne{s ? 1 do afiure him,-I meanc 
very realldolatry,under that denomination s 
and that upon this reafon, which I have 
now more largely infifted upon, véz, thar 
it belongs to God to appropriate atts of 
worfbip co himfelf, that God having appro- 
‘ring them, they become due only to - 
im ; and therefore they who do thefe 
at?s to any befides himfelf, do give to 
the creature the worfhip due to God alone, 
which ts the very definition of real Zdolz- 
try T.G. contends for. Butthe real Jdo- 
latry I meant, he faith, was that which 
was [0 antecedently toany prohibition, as 
appears by my contending that the Church — 
of Rome doth require the giving the crea- 
ture the honour due only to God. What 
ftrange arguing is this, for fo a fubtile a 
Sophifter !; Would not any one se ri 
7 — dooke 
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looked over Ariftotles threfbold (to ufe his 
own phrafe) difcern, that if Zdolatry doth 
- confift iz giving the creature the wor{bip 
due only toGod, asmany wayesasworfhip . 
May become due, Idolatry may be commit- 
ted¢ Cannot Ged make any of the former 
appropriate acts of worfbip tobecome due 
only to himfelf 2 cannot he tye us to per- 
form themtohim¢ and then they become 
due to him: and cannoc he reftrain us 
from doing them toany other? andthen 
they become due only to him: and is noc 
then the doing of any of thefe probebited 
acts toa creature , the giving to them she 
‘worfbip due.only to God? Is the ostward 
act oO pik due only to God antecedent- 
ly to a probibition or no? If icbe due on- 
ly to God antecedently to his will, it is al- 
wayes and neceflarily due to him, and ¢o 
him alone: and \et T. G. at his leifure - 
prove, that anxtecedently to any Law of 
God, it was neceffary to worfbip God by fa- 
crifice, and unlawful {0 to wor[bip any elfe 
befides him. If ic depends on the will of 
God, then either it isno Jdolatry to offer 
facrifice to a creature; and then the Sa- 
crifice of the Adafs may be offered to | 
Saints or Images: orif it be, then real 
Idolatry may be confequent ‘to. a probibité- 
oz. But he thinks he hath a greater ad- 
a Ps vantage — 
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vantage again{t me by my faying, that 427 oo, oe 
pret being made Cate eed of é. a 
vine worfbip, that men do bow down before 
tt , doth thereby become an Idol, and on 
that account is forbidden in the ge 
Commandment. This. is downright tri- 
fling 5 for if I fhould fay, that taking away 
a mans goods againft his confent is Theft, 
and on that account is forbidden in the 
cighth Commandment , would any man 
imagine, that I muft {peak of Theft ante- — 
cedent tothe Command ?. for it implyes 
no more, than that it is contrary to the © 
Command.  But.as ic is in the cafe of 
Theft, that isalwayes a fin, although the 
particular fpecies of it, and the dexomsina- 
tion of particular ac#s doth fuppole pofisive 
Laws about Dominion and Property ; {fo 
ic isin the cafe of Zdolatry, the general #«- 
ture of it is alwayes the fame, viz, the 
_ giving the worfbip to a creature, which is 
due only to God, although the denomina- 
tion of particular aé¢s may depend upon 
pofitive Laws , becaufe God may «ppro- 
priste peculiar ats of wor/bip to himielf, 
which being done by him, thofe és be- 
ing given to a creature, receive the deno- 
amination Of Idolatry, which, without thofe 
Laws they would not have done, So that 
ftill che general wozion of Idolatry, is ante- 
| - cedent 
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--- etdent topofitive Zaws, but yet the deter- 
mination of particular 2é#s, whether they, 
are Idolatry orno, do depend on the poff- - 
tive Laws which God hath given about his 
wor(bip. ‘And ifT. G. had underftood the 
nature Of humane atts, as he pretends, he 
would never have made fuch trifling obje- 
ctions asthefe: For is ic noc thus, in the 

nature of the other fins forbidden in the 

Commandments as well as Idolatry , that 
are fuppofed to be the moft morally evil 
antecedent to any prohibition 2 Suppofe ic 
be murder, adultery, or difobedience to 
Parents ; although I grant thefe things to 
have a general zotion antecedently to any 
Laws; yet when we come to enquire into 
particular ac#s, whether they do receive 
thofe dexominations or no, we muft then 
judge by particular Laws, which deter- 
mine what ad?s areto be accounted AZsr- 
der, Adultery, or Difobedience as whe- 
ther execution of malefactors be prohibited 
Murder, whether marrying many wives 
be Adultery, whether not complying with 
the Religion of ones Parents be difobedi- 
ence. ‘Thefe things I mention, to make 
T.G. underftand a littleberter, the zature 
of Moral Ads, and that a general notion 
of Idolatry being antecedent to a probibi- 
tion, is very confiftent with the determi- 

- ons 
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ning any particular acts, (as the worfbip : | 


_ of Jmsages, to be Idolatry, ) to be confe- 
quent tothat probsbition. 


- Bat I perceive a particular pleafuré thefe 
men take, to make me feém #0 contradih © 


my felfs and here T.G. is acit, as wifely 
as thereft; thus blind men apprehend so+ 
thing buc contradictions in the diverficy of 


colours by the different reflections of - 


light; but the comfege is, chat. others 
know that ic is only their want of fight, 
that makes them cry out, comtraditfions. 
But wherein lyes this horrible fe/f-contra- 
 didtion? Why truly it feems I had faid, 
that an Image being made fo far the. object 
of divine worfbip that men do bow down 
before it, doth thereby become an Idol, 
and on that account ts forbidden in thé 


fecond Commandment. Well! and what — 


then 2. where lyes the contradiction ? Hold 
a little , it will come prefently: in che 
mean time mark thofe words, on that Ac- 
count: but I fay, that the worfbip which 


God denyes to receive, cannot be termi- 


nated on him but onthe Image. Is thisthe 
contradittion then ? No,wot yet neither. The 
conceit had need be good, it is fo long in 
delivering ; but ac Jaft it comes like a 
thunder-fhowre, full of fa/phur and darks 


mefs, with aterrible crack : either Imean. 


ew 


that 
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that this worlbip cannot be terminated on 


God antecedently to the Prohibition, — be- 
caufe on that account the worlbip of am 


Image .is forbidden in the fecond Com-- 


mandment.; or if it cannot be terminated 
on the account of the Prohibition, then it 4 
not on that account forbidden. Whata 
needlefs invention was that of Gunpowder ! 
T.G. can blow a man up with a train of 
confequences from hisown words, let him 
but. have the /aying of ic. Could I ever 
have thought, that fuch innocent words, 
as.on that account, fhould have had fo 
much Wétre and Salphar inthem? For let 
any man read over thofe words, and fee 
. if hecan find any thing antecedent to the 
prohibition inthem., For.having ‘in. that 
place fhewed that che words Jdolum, {cul- 
ptztle, imago are promifcuoufly lea. tn Scrt- 


pture, | prefently.add, By which it appears, 


that any Image veins made fo far the ob- 
jet of divine worfoip that men do bow 
down before tt, doth thereby become an 
Idol, and on that account is forbidden in this 
Commandment. By which it. appears. 
Cmarkthat) this 7. G, pares off, as noe 
fit for his purpofes ze. from the fexfe of 
the word in Scripture 5 that any Image be- 


ing made fo far the object of divine wor- 


foip that men dobow down.before it ;7.¢. if 
| = | / men 
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~ men do perform that aé of worfhip.to ati. 
Image which God hath forbidden the doing 
~ towards it ; whac then’ chen fay I, it 
hecomes an Idol, for whatever hath divine 
worfhip given. to it, is fo ; and on that ac-, 
count, t.e. of itshaving that ath of divine 
worfbip done to it by bowing. before tt, it. 
is forbidden in this Commandment, ive. it 
comes within the reach. of that prohibite.. 
on, the meaning of all which is no moreé. 
than to fhew, thar-adoration of Images <is, 
Idolatry by versue_of, that ‘Commsandontittes 
But, thus are we put to confttue and paran. 
phrafe-our own words, to free our felve 
either from the. ignorance, .or malice of, 
our Adverfaries, _ But with this fetch T.G Ge. 
ftands and laughs through his fingers, ac. 
the trick he hath plaid me sand bids. me, 
with a fecret. pleature .at his notable inven: ; 
tion, 20 extricate my felf out of this balls 
vinth, But doth, not 7. G. remember ‘the 
old: woman in Sezeca, thay thought om 
Room was dark , when fhe, loft ‘her fights. 
and no doubt would have: ‘ielied her felf- 
to think the left.childrenin:the dark, when. 
the Sue fhined? | would: defire T.G. to. 
look for the. Labyrinth nearer.home; for: 
I cannot difcern any, unlefs it; brat be. 
. in the perplexity of his own thoygh ts for. 
~ Lam unwilling to believe that, he doth this 
a ow! +7un 
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with a defign to play tricks, and to fly- 
blow my words on purpofeto make others . 
diffafte them. But what if afcer all this 
Sophiftry, T.G. very mercifully yields me 
the ching I pleaded for, viz. that the wor- 
{dip which God hath forbidden, cannot be 
terminated upon himfelf? For, he faith, 


that if God have forbidden himfelf to be 


worfbipped after fuch 4 manner, the giv- 


_ ing him (ach worfbip will be a difbononr- 


ing of him, though the Giver intend it ne- 
wer fo much for his Honour, fee T.G. 
aftes all, is a good matured man, and al- 
though he will fhew a thoufand tricks, 
rather than be thought to have it forced 
from him, yet Jet him alone, and he will 
give as much as a2 man would defire. 


- For what could I with for more, than he 


here grants ? Prohibited wor{bip, he grants, 
4s difponouring God, thoagh a man intend 
at never fo much for his honour : and-wor- 
foip,. he yields to be an external fignifica- 


thon of honour 5 then God 8 honoured when 


he is worfbipped , how then can he be 
worfbipped by the fame a& by which he 
is difbonoured for fo he would be honoured 
by that by which he is dsfbononred ; which 


comes much nearer to a contradiction, than _ 


any thing he charges me with, But all this: 


_ while he cannocunderftand , that this is 


| , fer= 
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terminating the honour due to God on the 
Image : Lask him then, where that honowr 
refts? it muft be fome where; not og God, 
for he confefles God is difbonoured, and 
therefore it can beno where elfe, bur on 
the Jmage, and confequently itis real Jdo- . 
letry, and not meerly A<etaphorical, or by 
extrinfecal denomination. Ya Es 


3. Inow proceed to thew, thatthecbri- 9, 15! 
ftian Church hath condemned thofe for ~~~ 
Idolatry who have been guilty only of ap- 
plying fome external appropriate atts of 
divine worfbip to other things befides God, 

What made the Charch of Alexandria be. 

fo fevere with Origen for but holding the 

jucenfe in his hands, which chofe about 

him caft from thence upon the Altar? yet 

for this, he was caft out of the Charch, 

faich Epiphanins. Inthe Acts of Afarcel- Epiphan. 
_ linus, which Baronins produces, heiscon-"*"°* 
demned for offeriag incenfe in the Temple Baron. A.' | 
of Vefia, out of complyance with Dioclefs-3°*™ 9% 
as; yet he was only guilty of the exter- . - | 
nal act of Iddatry, faith Belarmin, having Beler. de 
“no éafidelity in his mind ; and this was be pare 
the common cafe of the Thurificati, viz, 
of thofe who offered incenfe only out of 
fears and not with.an intention to honour — 
the Jel byic yet thefe were looked on 

i as 
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as lepfed per fons, and great feverities of - 
nance were prefcribed them, as appears by: ° 
the Canons. of Ancyra and many others, 


But if there be no exterwal appropriate 


atts of divine worfbip ; if burning incenfe. 


be an indifferent thing, and may be ufed 


to God, or the Creature , if Idolatry depends 
on the éntention of the. mind, I defireto 
know, what the faule of the Tharificaté 


was? For. if it were lawful to burn incenfe 


tO acreature, what harm was theré inthe - 

doing it by Atarcedinus at the requeft of 
the Emperour, if he intended it for no more 
than a civil refpect cohim? Bat it was in 
the Temple of Vefta, and therefore was 
divine cn _ Then, fay 1, an 4 in ic 
felf equivocal, becomes appropriate to ai- 
vine worfbip, being. performed with the 
circumftances of Religion; which is that I 


have been hitherto-proving, . But -if ex- 


ternal aéks receive: their. denomination 


, from the inward intention of the mind, 


no doubt the Fe/usts. in China, were far - 
more in the Rzght than the ‘primitive 
Church; and by this doctrine of directing 


the intention in outwards.aéts of worfbip, 


Ba ‘on. not. 
an Marty: 
rol. Rom. 

Dscemd.25, 


the: lives of many thoufand Azertyrs might 
have been faved. ..Forin the Rasen Mar- 
tyrology Decemb, 25. we find in Nicomedia 
atone.time, many showfand Martyrs de- 

a ftroyed 


. 
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. ftroyed by Dioclefian, being met together 
im a Church, rather than they would efcape 
by offering a Little incenfe at their com- 
ing out : the Greek Menology faith, they 
were twenty thoufand , too great anume 
ber co lofe their lives for fo indifferent a 
ceremony, aST.G, accountsit; might not 
they, when they were bid to offer incenfe 
to Fove, diret their intention to the Su- 
pream God? and thenT.G. would affure 
them , the act muff pafs whither it was 
directed and it was meer ignorance of the 
nature of humane acts for men to imagine 
otherwife. What great pity icis, (0 fav- 
ing a dottrine (tothe Lives at leatt, 
though not tothe Souls of Chriftians ) had 
not been known in that age, when {omany 
poor Chriffians fuffered Martyrdom for 
the wane of it ’ How admirably would 
T.G. upon his principles have perfwaded 
thofe Chriftians of Nicomedia to refoluti- 
on and conftancy in faffering ! ‘What is 
“ic che Emperour requires of “you to fave 
“ vour Lives? (O Sir (ay they,tt is to burn T.G. pr 
“Csncenfe. ] ©*Toburn incenfe ! is that 4*% 
“aching for youco venture your Livesfor? — 
‘lam afhamed of your ignorance; what 
“donot you know, that burning incenfe 
“at leaft now in the New Law és az in- 
€ different ceremony, and maybe ufed to 
3 T4  SGod 
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‘t God or to men? [O but we are required 
9 burn incenfe to Jove.) ‘* Whag 
** have none of you oeked over Ariftotles 
“ threfbold, that you do not know , that 
< gltions go whither they are intended? 
<< well, let me give you this advice ; when 
‘you burn cheincenfe, direct your inten- 
“tion aright to-God , and my life for 
«yours, the act will pafs to him, ‘and not. 
to Fove, as furely as an Arrow well le- 
“veld hits the mark that is aimed ar. 
Ifee plainly, this threfbold of Ariftotle 
would have done more fervice to have 
faved the Chriffians Lives, than all the 
precepts of Chrift or his dpofties. Buc I 
find none of the primitive Chriftians had 
peeped through Ariffotles Keyhole » much 
Jefs had they fet over his threfbold , un- 
lefs they were thofe Philofophical Chrifti- 
ans, the Guofficks ; for they perfectly un- 
derftood this principle, and ordered their — 
actions accordingly 5 for they had amigh-. 
ty care of their zatention, and kept a 
good found faith within, and for all che 
outward atts A worfbip among the Gen- 
tiles, they could do them with the bef of 
them, and only they did by them, as they 
co with Pigeons in the Ea/t, they bound 
their ¢xtention faft about them, and with 
--them then they were {ure they would fly "a 
_ Se" | tne 
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the place they éstemded them. But wh 
doth S. Asguffine find fuch faule with De Civit. 
Seneca for complying with the o#tward,'?.°°": 
atts of worfbip among the Heathen Idola- 
ters? and withthe reit of the Philofophers |, 
for the famethings? Why doth dquisas Relig. ¢. $e 
quote thefe paflages with approbation? Did 
they know the intention of Seneca, orthe . | 
 philofophers ?. Why doth Cajetan lay, that g.onarn2. 
4 mat that commits only the external at 
of Idolatry, is as guilty as he that commits 
the external ack of theft? To both which, 
he fayes, 20 more is mece[[ary than avo- 
luntary inclination to do that act 5 not 
any apprebenfon inthe mind chat what he 
worfbips is God, nor any intention to di- 
ret chat ac# only tothe Jmage. Nay, 
why doth Gregory de Valentia himfelf fay, O'4- ne , 
that outward. acts of worfbip wsay be fo pro- idololst. 1. 
per to God either from their own nature, '- 
or the confent of mankind, that whofoever — 
doth them, whatever his inwardintention 
be, ought to be underftood to vive the ho- 
nour proper to.God to that for whofe fake he . 
doth them? Andthis hecallsan érsplicit, - 
Tannerus an indirect intention , but nei- Taner. to. 
‘ther of them fuppofe it ta be either an ee ie 
actual, or virtual intention Of the mind, 
buc only that which may be gathered from 
the outward ads. . Nay, T.G. himfelf . 
ae faith; 
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 nE.pgg faith, that on fuppofition the Philofophers 
7 did believe one God, and yet joyned with the 
people in the practice of their Idolatry, 
they were worthily condemned by the Apo- 
file, though but for the external profeffion 
of praying and offering facrifice to their 
Images.. Say youfo? and yet do outward 
_ aéts certainly go whither they are intend- 
ed? Suppofe then thefe Philofophers in-* 
tended to worfbip the true God by thofe 
Images ? were this Idolatry or no? if not, 
why were they fo much to -blame, for 
giving worfbip to the trae Ged by an 
_ Image ? which T. G.commends, as avery 
good thing. Was it the figure of their 
Images difpleafed him ¢ that could not 
be, for the Statue of Fupiter Capitolinus 
mighe as fitly reprefent God tothem as thac 
_ of an old man in their Churches, and young 
Fupiter in the lap of Fortune, ( an Image 
cicero dt Ciceromentions ) might put him in mind 
Divin. + of one of the moft common Jmages in 
"4" their Church; and by the help of a good 
intention might be carryed to a right 0b- 
ject. And why might not zntention do 
that, which their Charch afterwards did, . 
when it changed the T iy 8 of Hercules 
to S. Alexius , becaufe he was called 
_— Bellarm, de Aaskixan@ 5 and that of the two Brothers 
pantl.Beaty Romulus and Remus, or a§ Bellarwsin faith 
a we Caffor 


- 
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Caffor and Pollux, to Cofmas and Damia- 
nus; and the Pantheon to Omnium San- 
étorum ? Tf there be no harm in the 


thing, there could: be none in the éatenti- 
om. Or was it the fcandal of their pra- 
étice ? but to whom -was the fcandal 


given ® it would have been rather fcandal 
among them not to have done it, So that if 
a fecret Intention doth carry the act whither 
ét is intended, and it belawfulto worfbip 


God by Images, 1 do not fee, wherein the — 


Philofophers were to blame in complying 
with thole ovtward atts, whofe good or evil 


according to T. G. depends upon the éaten- 


tion of the doers of them. But if they were 


really to blame, it was for-doing thofe ex- 


ternal acts of worfbip to creatures, which 


“belong only tothe worjbip of God, and fo 
the Apoftle by condemning them , doth 


prove that which I intended, véz.that there 
arefuch peculiar external aéts of divine 


worlbip, that the doing of them for the wor- 


ship of aCreature is Idolatry, 


Bue my .ddverfary , thinks to clear the 
Church of Rome from the charge of Zdola- 
try, by two.general az/wers which ferve 


him and his Brethren on all occafions. 


Viz. 1. That there are two forts of wor[bip, 


which 


16. 


gue called: Latria > or Soveraign worlbip : 
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which is proper to God, and another cabled 
Dulia or inferiour worfbip' that may be 


. given to creatures on. the account of excel. 
“lencies communicated to them from God. 


2. That the worfbip they give to any ina- — 
nimate creatures, that have no proper ex- 


-cellencies of their own is not abfolute, but 


a relative Latria, they intending thereby 

only to worfbip God. | 
In the examining of thefe two, I thall clear 
the /aft part of this Difcour{e, viz. 3. How 
the applying the acts of Religious worfbip to 
acreature doth make that worfbip Idolatry ? 
1. I thall confider she different forts of 


1G. 9.383 worfbip which T.G, infifts upon, to clear 


Po 385s 


che Church of Rome from the practice of 
Jdolasry, The Queftion at prefent , faith 
T.G. between Dr.St. and the Charch of 
Rome is sot, whether Divine worfbip be 
to be given to Saints (fer this is abhorred 


_ of all faithful Chriftians ) but whether an 


inferiour worfbip of like kind with that 
which is given to Holy men apon earth 
for their Holinefs and near relation to 


— God, may not be lawfully gives to them, 


now they are in Heaven? Agais, he 
faith, if by Religious worfbip, I mean that 
honour which is due to God alone, st ts 
true what the fragile that it is not . 


tobe given to the moft excellent created 


«Beings, 
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Beings, but nothing at all to the point ix 
debate between uss if I mean that honour — 
of which a creature ts capable for Religi~,. 
ons fake, and that relation which it fet- 
leth, he will, he faith, (bew it tobe falfe, — 
that the Fathers deny any {uch honour to 
be gtven to the Holy Angels or Saints: 
and if I prove that this pas ought not 
to be called Religious, he tells me from 
S. Auffin, that it-is but 2a meer wran-— 
gling about words, becanufe Religion may be 
ufed in other fenfes befides that of the wor- 
fhip due toGod. Andby the help of this — 
diftinétion between the Religions worfbip 
due to God, and that af which 4 creature 
3s capable for Religions fake , he faith he 
can clearly difpell the mift I have .raifed 
from the Teftimony of the Fathers, and let 
the Reader fee that I have perverted their 
meaning , and yet {aid nothing to the pur- 
- pofe. Thushe anfwers theteftimonies of | 
Fuftin Martyr, Theophilus, Origen,S.Am- 
brofe, Cor the writer ander bis name) 
Theodoret, S. Auftin; and if they had. 
been a hundred more , it had been all 
one; they had been all fene packing with” 
the fame anfwer; lec them fay whac they 
would, they muft be all underftood of Ds- 
vine worfbip proper to God, and not of the 
inferionr wor{bip- which creatures are ca- 
| | : | pable 
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psble of, which from S. Aufin he calls 
P.386- Dalia 3. as the former Latria. Thewhole 
ftrength of T. G’s defence, as to the wor- 
ship of Saints and Angels, lyesin this fingle 
diftinition ; which I fhall therefore the 
more carefully confider, becaufe it tends 
to clear the wature of Divine worfbip, 
which is my prefenc fubject. a 
To proceed with all poffible clearne/s 
ed in this debate, which 7, G. hath endea- 
voured wo perplex, I fhall 1.Give a true 
account of the state of ‘the Controverfie. 
2. Enquire into the fenfe of the Fathers 
about this di/fiétion about Soveraion and © 
inferiour, worfbip, whether thofe adits of | 
werfbip which are practifed in the Romaz | 
. Church,be only fach asthe Fathers allowed. 
“4, For the true fate of the controver- 
fie ;- which was never more.neceflary, to 
be given, than in this place; For, any. 
one that only reads 7..G. and doth noc 
underftand the pradfice. of .the Roman: - 
Church, would: imagine all the difpute be- 
tween him and me-were, whether the 
Saints in Heaven be capable of receiving 
any honour from men; and whether that 
honour being given upon, the account of 
Religion, might be called Religious Honour . 
or no? This were indeed to wrangle about.. 
rk Aes et oe 
| a there- 
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therefore freely tell, him how far I yieldin - 
this matter, thac he may better underftand 
where the difficulty jyes. 

1. Lyield, chat che Sazmts in Heaven do 
deferve reat honour and effeem from us ; and 
I do agree with Mr. Thorndike whofe words 
he cites, therein, that to dé/pute whether we 
are bound to honour the Saints, were to di- 
pute whether we are to be Chriftians , or 
whether we believe them to be Saints in 
Heaven, For on fuppofition that we believe, 
‘that the greateft excellencies of mens 
minds come from the Grace of God, com- - 
municated to men through Fefus.Chrift ; 
and we are aflured that fuch perfons now 
in Heaven were poffefled of thole excel- 
Jencies , it is impoffible we fhould do 
otherwife than effeem and honor them. 
For Aonour in this fenfe, is nothing elfe, 
but the due appreheafion of anothers excel- 
dency’; and therefore ic muft be greater, 
or lefier according to the nature. and de- 
gree of thofe excellencies. Since there- 
fore we believe the Saznts in Heaven are 
pofleffed of them in a higher degree than 
they were on earth,-our efteem of them | 
muft increafe according to the meafure of 
their perfections, .. a 
_. 2, That the 4ogosr we have for them 
may be called Religions honour , becanfe it 

| -- is 
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$s upon the account of thofe we may call 
Religions exceHlencies, as they are diftin- 
‘guifhed from meer natural endowments 
and civil accompli{bments. On which 
account I will grant, that is not properly 
civil honowr , becaufe the morive or rea- 

an of the one is really different from the - 
dther. And although the whole Charch 
of Chrift in Heaven and Earth make’ up 
one Body, yet the nature of that Society 18° 
fo different from a Civil Society, that a 
different title and denomination ought to 
be given to the bovour which belongs to 
either of them; and the Aoncwr of thofe 
of the triamphant Church may the beteer 
be called Religions, becaufe it is ati honour 
which particularly defcends from-the ob- 
je&F Of Religion, viz. God himfelf as:the 
fountain of it 5 as civil hodonr doth from 
the Head of aCivil Society, = 
, 3e'Thac this honor may be exprefied in 
fach. outward aéts, as are moft agreeable 
to the #atare of it. Arid herein lyes a 
confiderable differeace, between the - he- 
jour of meti for natural and acquired ex- 
cellenctds , and divine graces » chat: tKofe 
having more of humane nature in them, 
the honour doth more directly redound to 
the poffeffor of thet , but in Divine 
Graces which are- more immediately con- 
| veyed 
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‘veyed into the fouls of men; through 2 


 fupernatural affiftance , the Honour dotti 
properly belong to the Giver of them. 
Therefore the moft agreeable expreffion 
of the homour of saints is folemn Thank{- 
giving to God for them: for thereby we 
acknowledge the trile fowstain of all the 
good they did or received. However, for 


the incouragement of men to follow their 


examples, and to perpetuate their memo- 
ries, the primitive Chrz/fzans thought it ve- 
ry fitting to meet at the places of their 
Martyrdom, there to pratfe God for them, 
and co perform other offices of Religions 
worfbip to God, and to obferve the .4y- 


ntverfary of their fufferings, and to have 
Panegyricks made to fet forth their ver- 


tues , to excite others the more to their 
tmitation. Thus far I freely yield to 
T.G. to let him fee what picttiful cavils 
thofe are; that if men deferve honour for 
watural or [upernatural endowments, fure- 
by the Saints i Heaven mach more do fo: 


Who denyes it? We give the Saints in. 


Heaven the: atmoft honour we dare give, 
without robbjag God of that which belongs 
only tohim | | 

Which is that of Religions worfbip, and 
confifts in the acknowledgements we make 


of Gods fupream excellency together with — 
= woo 


bis 
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his Power and Dominion over us: and fo 
Religions worlbip confifts in two things. 
1. Such external aé#s of Religion which 
God hath appropriatedto himfelf. 2. Such 
+ an inward fubmiffion of our fouls, as im- 
_ plyes his Superiority over them: and that 
lyes , as to worfbip, 1. In prayer to him 
for what we want. 2.In dependence upon 
him for help and affiftance. 3. In Thank- 
 faslnefs to him for what we receive. ~ 
Prayer is a fignification of want, and 
the expreffin of onr defire of obtaining 
that which we need : and whofoever beges 
any thing of azother , doth in fo doing, | 
not only acknowledge his own indigency, 
but the others power to fupply him : there- 
Suarez de fore Suarez truly obferves As Aquinas, 
Virtut. Ree en _ : ; 
lig. 10.2, that as command is towards infertours , 
bete cs 33 fo ts prayer towards Superiours : mow to 
this, faith he , two things are requifite, 
1. That 4 man apprehends it is in the 
power of the Superiour to give what we 
ask, 2.That he is willing’te give it, if 
st be asked of him, The expectation of 
the performance of our défire is that we 
call dependenté upon him for help and af- 
_ fftance 3 and our acknowledgement of his 
doing it, is Thankfulne/s. | 
Now if we confider Prayer, as a part 
of Revigions worfbip, we are to enquire on 
.. 2° + "what 
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what accouine ic comes, to be fo+ sot, as 


though thereby we did dé{cover any thing | 


to God which he didnot. kriow before, nor 


_ aschough we hoped ta chakge i3 will up- 


} 


on our prayer ; but chacchereby we pro- 
fefs our fubjedtion to him; and cur depea- 
dence onhim for the fwpply of our nece/- 


fities. For alchough prayer be looked oni 


by us as the means to obtain our requefts, . 


-yet the confideration upon which that be-. 


comes a means, is, thac thereby we expref 


riftenfis between humane and divine pray- 
er 3 that prayer among men ts Sappefed 4 
means to change the Perfon to whom we 
pray; bat prajer to God doth not thange 
him, but fits as for receiving the things 
prayed for. This one confideration is of 
greater impottance cowards the refolution 
of our prefent queftion than hath been hi- 


Co Be 


thertoimagined: for the Queftion of ixvo- 


Ention, doth not depend fo much upon the 


— manner of obtaining the ching we defire, 


3. e. whetber we pray to the Saikts to ob- 
tain things by their merits and intercef- 


_fions, which is allowed and contended for 


by allin che RomenChurch; or whether 


Gt bey that they do beftow the things them- 


(elves upon us; which they deny : but thé 
Os - 


| 
; 


our moft bumble dependence upon God... . ,.. 
It being the difference obferved by Gul.P4- probed 


l 
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.true State of the Q ieftion. is. this, . whether 
by the manner. of Invocation of Saints 
which is allamed and ‘practifed in the 
Roman Church, they. do not give that wor- 
fbip to Saints , which is only peculiar to 
God ? Now we are farther to confider-, 
“wherein that aé# of worfbip towards God 
doth lye; which is not in an «é of the 
mind whereby we apprehend God to be the 
fitft and independent canfe of all good ; 
but in an a& of ny Beer him for 
the obtaizing that good we ftand in need 
of, . For aman may apprehendGod to be 
the firft Awthor. of all good, and yet make 
nO. prayer.to him, nor-afe-the ats of 
Religious worfbip, becaufe he may fuppofe 
that Ged may have committed the care of 
~ humane affairs to #nferionr Detties, and 
therefore all.our «ddreffes and acts of 
—_ worfbip are:to be performed to them: on 
this account the wor/bip proper to God 
muft lye in dépendence upon him-as the 
Sole Author of all Good tous; and this to. 
. be exprefled by our Solemn. Invocation of 
‘him, For although the -z#ternmal defire 
be fufficiently: known. to ‘God; yet the ze- — 
_ ceffity of external Religions worfbip , and 
owning this dependence upon God to the 
world, doth require the expreffion of ir, 
by outward duties and offices of Religions 
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an (uch. a manner, that our foledependencé 


upon Goa be underftood hereby. 


Now the Queftion between 7. G.. and 


. me 1s this, whecher the doctrine and pra- 


éFice of the Roman Charch in the Invoca- 
tion of Saints and Angels be confiltent 
with the acknowledgement of our fole de- 
pendence upow God for all our Bleffings? 


0.17 


The doétrine of their Charch is thus de- — 


livered by himfelf, in che words of the 
Council of Trent, It ts good and profitable 
for Chriftians bumbly to invocate . the 
Saints, andto have recour{e.to their pray- 
ers, aid, and afsftance, whereby to obtain 
benefits of God; by bis Son our Lord Fefus 
Chrift who is our only Redeemer and Savi- 
our. Where we takenotice of the phrafe 
fuppliciter invocare, to invocate them af- 
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cer che manner. of /appltants., and that 


not only voce, but mente, with words, but 
mental prayers as the Coynciladds, which 
words ieem to. be: put on: purpofe to di- 
ftinguifh ic -from thas office of Kisdne/s in 
One man to dxother, when he defires him 
to pray for hims for this is as mach as 
-they. would ——— Saints in 
~ Heaven praying to God, chat they do (up- 
pliitter invocare ; this phrafe then dorh 
-00t limi the as aed of this invoce- 
3 


tin 


St cae ‘fe aD. apo : “; 
ae eae 
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‘tion to be-no more than praying to the 
‘Saints to pray for ws, For aman doth, 
I fuppofe, antwer the fignification of that 
phraje by, praying to them to give, rather 
than by praying to them to pray, for the 
owe imports more the bwnsility of a-(up- 
‘pliant, than the other doth. Kod ifthere — 
had been ‘apprehended any danger of 
‘praying to thems as the givers of bleffings, 
is is:not to be imagined, but fo mary a 


Council would have expreffed it, as it was 


‘moft eafie to have done, and moft necel- 


- fary'to avoid that danger, if they had any 


regard to the good of mens fouls. And 


that mari mufthave an underftanding in- | 


deed of a very common fize, that can ap- 


3 
e 


| aoe that che Council of Trént difal- 


owed the praying to Saints as the Givers 


- of Bleffings, which was known ‘to be pra- 


&ifed:in cheir Church, when they. com- 


rthend the ‘humble invocation of ‘Saints 


without the leaft cenfure ‘of that manner 
of praying to them. Nay farther, which 
purs the mattér oue of difpuce, with all 
who do not wilfully blind chemfelves, the 
Council Of ‘Trent commends the making 
Fecour{e, not ‘only to the prayers of the 
Saints, it ‘to their aid and affiftance : 
what doth this aid and affjfence fignitie, 


tome- 


ne 7) > ee 
:fomewhat beyond them? (or-elfe thofe 


words were very weakly inferted'in facha _ 
place’, whefe they are fo lyable to mif- ~ 


conftruction ) unlefs ic be chat which they 
pray for tothem, vz, that they would help, 
vomfort, flrengthen, and protect them, Ot 


‘which fore of prayers 1 produced feveral — 
‘inftances in their moft Authentick Offices, 


Aad what faith 7.G, tothis¢ why truly, 
thefe Forms of prayer to Saints cannot be 
denyed to be in nfe among them, but yet 
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the fenfe of them is no more than praying 


to them to pray for them, and this is only 
varying the Phrafe, to fay to the Bleffed 


Virgin Pray for me, or Help me, and com- 
fort. me and firengthen me O Bleffed Vir- 


gin, ButI asked him, whence muft peo- 
ple take the fenfe of thefe prayers, if noc 
from the figuification of the words? He 


an{wers, zot meerly from Lilly's Grammar t- 4074 


Rales, but from the dotrine of the Charch 
delivered in ber Councils and Catechifms, 
and from the common ufe of fuch words 

and exprefions among Chriftiazs, Tan 
content with this way of interpreting the 


fenfe of thefe prayers , provided, that a- 


generally recetved practice , never con- 
demned by their Councs/s, but rather jufti- 


_ fred by. them, and a dedtrine agréeable to — 


that practice, alowed and conntenanced in 


-U4 ; thac — 
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that cherch, bethought a fufficient meags 


to interpret the fexfe of thefe prayers. 
“And co make the matter more plain, be- 
fides the prayers already mentioned, I fhall — 
- give only a Taf? of fome few of thofe, 
which are recommended to the Ue of the 


devout Perfons of their Church, in the Ma- 


guals and Offices which are now allowed 


them in our own language: in which we 
may be fure, they would be careful to 
have nothing they thought feandalous, or 


repugnant to the doltrine and pradtife of 


their Charch. In the ALanual of Godly 
Prayers, which hath been often printed, 
( and once very lately ) I find thefe words 
under the title of A Moff Devout Comsmen- 
dation to our moft Bleffed Lady, 
 O moft fingular , moft excellent , moft 
beautiful, moft glorious, and moft wor- 

. thy Mother of God, moft Noble Queen 

. of Heaven, and.moft entirely beloved, 
and moll, {weet Lady, and Virgin Ma- 
ry; fo often from the bottom of my 
heart I do falute thee, as there bein 
number Angels in Heaven, drops of 
water: inthe Sea, Stars inthe Firma- 
ment, leaves on the Trees, and grafs 

on the earth, I do falute thee in the 
union of love, and by the bleffed and 

moft {weet heart of thy moft dear = ’ 
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and of all that love thee, 1 do com- 
mend and afizgn my [elf unto thee, 
as tomy dear Patrone[s,to be thy proper 
and loving Child. Anda farther, I 
humbly befeech thee O bleffed Lady, 
that thou wilt voych{afe to entertain 
and receive me, .ana obtain of thy 
dear Son, that I may be wholly thine, 
and thow next unto God may be whol- 
ly mine, that is, my Lady, my Foy, my 
Crown, and my moft [weet and faith- 
fal Mother. Amen. : 

Lilly's Grammar | confefs, will not help 
us outheres; northe Conftruing Book nei- 
ther: Idonot chink any Rw/es will do it. 
Ie muft be a fectal gift of interpreting, 
that can make any one think, chat no more 
is meant by all chis,but to pray to the Blef[ed 
Virgin to pray for them. Ia the fame 
Manual \ tind another Recommendation to 
the Virgin Mary, in thefe words, . 
- O my Lady, Holy Mary, J recommend my 
fel into thy bleffedtruft, and fingular 

_ cuftody, avd into the bofome of thy 
mercy, this night andevermore, and 
4 the hour of my death, as alfo my 
Soul and my Body s and 1 yield unto 
thee all my hope and confolation, all 
— my diftre{s and miferies, my life and 
the end thereof; that bythy moft holy 


43- 


a — we 
-_—-— 
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interceffion, and by thy merits, all my 
works may be'-diretted and difpofed, 
according to thine, and thy Sons will, 
Amn | 
I confels, istercefsion is here menti- 
oned ; but withal it is plain that isnot the 


only thing relyed upon, for ber merits are 
immediately added ; and whatever ground 
it be upon, it feems, itis not only awful, . 


but a devout thing to commit Soul and Bo- 
dy to her truft and cuftody, both in Life 
and death, What at have been faid 
more to the Eteraal Son of Ged; than is 


contained. in this. Commendation to the 


Bleffed Virgin in all-the expreffions of it? 
In another prayer. to her, which is not 
only in. the - Afannal, but in the Primer, 
or Office of the Blef[ed Virgin, and is too 
long to repeat,, : we have this begin- 


mngs, = + ie 
- ? befeech thee,O holy Lady Mary, Mother 


nm Of God, moft full of pity, the daughter 


of the Higheft King, Mother moft glo- 
. «vious, Mother of Orphans, the Confo- 
_— Lation of the Defolate , the way of 
them that.go aftray , the fafety of 

_ ah shat truft in thee, a Virgin. be- 
fore Child-bearing 5. 4. Virgin in 

_ Child-bearinz , and a Virgin after 
Child-bearing, the fountain of mere) 
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_. the fountain of health and Grace, the 
. fountain of confolation and pardon, — 
the fountain of piety and gladne|s, 
the fountain of life and forgives 
~ Tam now got from Lily’s Grammmay to 
_Ariftotles Threfbold: and I defire to know 
of T. G. whether thefe exprefsions are 
true or falfe? Isthe Bleffed Virgén all thefe 
things, or nor? If they be not true, they — 
are horrible blafphemies : if they be true, 
_ towhat purpole is ic totalk of praying to 
ber to pray for #s 2? for why may not I 
go directly to the Fountain of Mercy, 
Grace, and Pardon ? what needlefs trouble 
were it co pray her, to pray for chat which 
is in her on hands to beftow? In ano- 
ther prayer following that, are rhefe ex. 
preffions co the Bleffed Virgin, | 
Bow down thine ears O Mother of pity 
4nd MeTCy unto my poor prayers, — 
and be to me wretched finner, a pie 
_ bious helper in all things, = 
And prefently after to our Lady and S. Fob 
together. a | 
“"Q ye two Heavenly Gemms, Mary and 
John ! O two divine Lamps ever 
foining before God! drive away 
with your bleffed beams. the dark 
clouds of my fins, ———-To you, I 


ee 
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moft wretched finner , commend this 
day, my Body and Soul, that in every 
hour and moment iawardly and out- 
wardly, ye would vouchfafe to be my 
fore keepers and pitiful Interceffors to 

God for me. : 

Here we have saterceffion again, buc 
- thatis nor all, nor che main thing ; for Ca- 
frody is more than éaterceffion 5 and that 
is ff begged, and thenintercefion. So 
thac if ever any prayers were made to 
creatures for thofe thinzs, which God alone 
can give, thefe were; and fo asto imply 
our dependexce on them for the obtaining 
of them, Thefe may fuffice for a tafe 
of their prefent and allowed devotions 
among them here at home, in Books of 
daily wfe. a a es : - 
And now d befeech 7. G. to tell me, 
what. there is inthe Doc#rine of the Charch 
of Rome, which makes it neceffary for me 
to put fo forced a fexfeupon all thefe ex- 
‘ .preffions, that they do mean no more thas 
praying to the Bleffed Virgin to pray for 
them? As Lilly's Grammar will not ex- 
plain the (enfe, fo no Rhetorick Lever {aw, 
will make .me underftand the Fégure, 
How often have we been railed at, for 
underftanding words ina figurative fenfe, 
which cannot be déteradly . wnderftood, | 
without - 
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without overthrowing the plaineft evi- 
dence of fenfe and reafon ; and which by 
the cuftomary - modes of {peaking among 
all Nations, attributing che thing fignified 
to the fign, and by other places of Scvz- 
pture and Fathers, we prove ought to be 
nd otherwife wre But here is a 

range figare invented againft the plain 
ae we fenfe of the a : for by . 
praying to beftow muft be under ftood only 
praying to pray: and that when thofe titles 
are atthe fame time given, which fuppofe . 
‘it in their power to give ; and when {sem 
is no imaginable zeceffty from any do- 
cfrine of their Charch to put this fenfe 
upon thofe words. For what article of 
their Creed, what decree of their ‘Charch, 
what doctrine of their Divines doth it — 

contvaditt, for any man to pray directly 
to the Virgin Mary, for the deftruction of 
herefies,, {apport under troubles, Grace to 
withftand temptations, and’ reception to 

Glory ? And what can we beg for, moré 

from God himfelf ¢ Yet I challenge T. a, 
, to fhew, which of allchefe, fuch prayers 
are repugaant to 2: and if to none of them; 
ig fhould = . = be underftood 
as they properly fignifie ¢ nay, it were © 
eafie . ay that iach es are very 
agreeable not only to the dvéfrine of the 
: "Connect 
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Councsl of Trent, but of their mof eminent 

Divines both before , and after it. Bur 
this were to go beyond the bounds of this 


general Difcourfe; whichis defigned-only . 


to flate the Nature of Divine worfbip be- 


tucen us andthem. Yet! cannoc buc 


2:6. p.407 take notice of the way T. G. faith, the” 
. people are inffructed by, to make this to be 
. the fenfe of praying to give, i: e. praying 
to pray. 1. He faith, the common doctrine 
of Chriftianity, by which they aré taught 
that God alone is the giver of all good 
things: and doth riot the fame common 
doétrine of Chriftianity, teach mento pray * 
to him alone, for what be only can give ? 
and not to ufe fuch bold and abjurd fi- 
gures in prayer, whofe plain fenfe iscon- 
trary to this. common doctrine of Ebrifti- 


_ anity. But l wonder that T.G. fhould _— 


think this an effectaal way to make them 7 
underftand the prayers in this fenfe, when 
himfelf hath fhewed them the way to re- 
concile this common dotfrine to their pra- 
ice; and the forms of the words: For. 
may not giving be diftinguifbed as well 
as worfbip'? It is true ; God alone is the 
Original Giver of all good things, and this 
is 4 Soveraign way of giving peculiar to 
Gods but there is a inferiour and fubordi- 
mate way of civing by a power derived —- 
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God, and this is all, fay they, we attri- 
bate to the Saints; and how now doth 


. the common doctrine of Chriftianity teach 


people more effectually, chat God alone ss 


the Giver of all things, than that God alone 


4s to be worfbipped ? 1 am fure the Seré- 
ptare faith one as often, and-in as plain 
terms, asic cando the other, Bt, 2. He 
faith, their Sermons, Catechifms and Ex- 
plications both by word and writing doit s 
{uppofe fome perfonsdo it, Lask, 47 what 
Authority? their Charch having never de- 


clared againft 4 infertour way of giving — 


in the Saints, and having exprefly owned 
the. making recourfe to them for thesr help 
and affiftance, aswell as their prayers. 1 
defire T, G. in good earneft to tellme, what 
makes him fo concerned, to have all the 
prayers vnderftood in that fenfe, of pray- 
ing to the Saints topray for them, againf 
the exprefs fenfe of the words’ Isthere 


any barm in the other fexfe or not? if, 


there be no barm, why may they not 
be (0 underftood, without fo much force 
and violence offered to them ¢ if there be 
any harm, what is it ¢ Idolatry or not? 


“if only (candal, why were they noc put in 


other words? if Jdolatry, then T.G. him- 


felf charges them with Jdoletry that un- — 
derftand their prayers by Lily's Grammar, 


unlefs 


ce 
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unlefs he thinks it much better for chem, 


not to usderftand them atall. But I thall 
beg the Favour of one of their church- 
Dictionaries to interpret this late Ode of 


| Rapin to the Lady of Loretto,fo as to make . 


 Renat. Ra- 


pini Oda- — 


tum liber 


P49. Parif. 
1670. 


me conftrue it tobe only ; praying tober to 


| prey for thewe. 


Ad am Virginem Lanretanam: 7 


(Dive, quam rebus trepidis benignam ° 
Rare Piceno ventratur Orbts , : 
Crt feos fernit facilis moveré 
: Adria fatius : an 
| St qi Pafloris tibiVaticani | 
Cara; vel Sacri (apereft Ovilis, 
Malis Ti ented procal inquietun) ° 
: Fintbus arce, 
Si 7a totis trepidabit .undis 
Bofphorus, rapes Scytice pavebunt, 


‘ 


Ts arta F rig timidumaae corns 


3 «Luna retindet: 

Nemjue te dudum peltgi potentem 
: Won femel ver{o trenmere ponto 
7 Aer fa ‘Threiffi, rate difipata 

| Arma Tyranni, 
«Ne. tiki idem pevor ille gentem 
Anger, ant favis male turbet armis 
= Res this - meditamur aris, 

. oe - Ponere honores. 
ee . iE 
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It chis be fiot making a Goddef3 of her, 

furely the Heathen Poets never made one 

of Minerva, aad yet Ihope Rapin, a Fe- 

fut and aScholar, did well enough uader- 

fiawa what was agreeable to the dodfrize 
and’ practice of the Church of Rome.’ 


Yet fappofing 7. G’s fenfe were ail 9, 18: 
that were wnderftood by the Charch of - 
Rome inthis matter , ic doth not acquit 
them from giving that Religions worfbip, 
which sevocation imports, to fomething 
el’e befides Ged: For lec us fuppofe that 
the Arrians only looked on Chriff as 2 
powerfel interceffor with God, and onthat 
accoumt did in their publick offices of Re- 
figion make their folemn Addreffes cohim 
to intercede and pray for them to Gods 
were this giving him any part of Divine 
worfhip or no¢ Efpecially, when perfor- 
med with all the external acts of adora- 
tien which are proper to God. If this 
were not any pare of Divine wor{bip, the 
Fathers were extreamly out in their proofs 
that Chrift contd be no creature, becanfe | 
the external act of adoration was given to 
him; if it were a pare of divine worfhip, — 
then thofe in the Charch of Rome do give | 
it toa creatare y when with all che folemn 
Acts of Devotionthey pray to Saints, which 
_ | x they 


N 


(306) = 

they ule to God himfelf , alchough it be 
only tobe ésterceffors with God for them, 
efpecially when they donot only pray thus 
to them, but rely upon them for their 
help and afflance, and return thanks to 
them when. they receive the Blefizys- they 
_ prayed for. Would not the Fathers have 
called this bringing in Polythet{m, and re- 
| wiving the antient Idolatry of the Hea- 
thens? Since the great principle of Chri- 
frianity they {aid was, the referving all 
parts of Religious worfbip to God alone, | 
| ‘Nay, fome of the writers of the Roman 
Charch have been fo ingenuous in this 
matter to confefs, that if the modern pra-. 
ctice of Invocation of Saints had been in- 
troduced in the Apoftolical times, it would 
have looked too like. the introducing of 
| Bran, Gentilifm again, Francifcus Horastius in 
catholic. his Anfwer to Calvins Inflitutions, con- 
1. 3. 9.127. fefles, that Invocation of Saints was not 
ore exprefly commanded under the Gofpel, né 
gentiles.converfi crederent fe iterum ad 
—culcum terrigenarum trahi, /e/t the Gentile 
Converts fbould believe that they were 
Con Dia ayain drawn to the worfbip of Creatures : 
| ee which words he had borrowed from Ee= 
Levef.Ayal, C448, andthe fame are repeated by Harps - 
detradit. field, Martinus Perefius Ayala a learned 
‘i roe, —-Spanifh Bifbop affigns this for che — 
- why 


(307) 


iwhy he could meet with no footfteps cither 


of the invocation or interceffion of Saints, 


before the time of Cornelius Bifbop of . 


Rome 3 viz. that the Apoftles would have 

been thought to have made themfelves 
Gods, if they had delivered the doctrine 
of invocation and interceffion of Saints. 
By which we fee, thefe perfons did truly 
apprehend a great affinity between their 
practice of Invocation of Saints, and the 
Heathen Idolatry ; or elfe there was no 
danger, one fhould be miftaken for the 
-other. And although T. G. tells us, e 
never met with any Catholick fo ignorant, 
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as not to underfiand the fenfe of their 


prayers to be to defire the Saints to help 
them with their prayers ; yec 1 meet with 
fome men, who umderftood Catholicks as 


_— 


well as T.G. and yet do givea quite diffe-._ 


rent account of chem. For the fame 


.  Spanifb Bifbop, thinks the people had great - 


need to be better inftruited tn this mat- 
ter of worfbip, left, faith he, they make 
Gods of the Saints, nam multos inveni in 


hac. parte, non fatis Chriftiané infticutos , 


I have found many not well inftruited in 
this matter: itfeemsnot only the. people 


committed Jdolatry., but their Teachers 


did not zxftru them well enough to 
avoid it, And Ludov, Vives was not fo 
ae x2 ducky 


Lid. Viv. - 


in Aug. de 
Cty. Del 
i. 8. Ce ay 
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lucky a man as 7.G. for fe faith, the 
many Chriftians do moh times offend iz a 
good thing ( i.¢. giving honour to Saints) 


for, he faith, they wor{bip thens' no other- 


wife than they do God: neither dol find in 
many things any difference between their 
opinson of the Saints, and the Heathens of . 
their Gods. T.G.takes notice of this paflage — 
of Vives, and blames me for leaving ous és 
re bonay im a thing good in it felfs let 
him make as much of this, ashe pleafe, 
for it only fhews that he was a through Pa- 
péff, although he charged the people with 
the downright practise of Idolatry: and if 
it only implyes an error and abufe ip pra- 
chice, yet he fkews, both thefe were too 
common among them, and that the Catho- 


licks ia his time were not. fo wifeas thofe ~ 


T.G. hath met with, Butic may be he — 


means nomore, than that éf they be asked 
the Queftion in their Catechifin, they an- 


fer it as be (aith,; which is as goada 
way to free them from the practice of 
Idolatry, as if a man {hould be fufpected 
of Adultery, and T. G, fhould anlwer for 
him, that cansot be, for he underftands 
better than fo, for when I asked-bim the 
Commandments , he {aid he ought not to 
commit Adultery, Polydore Virgil, was not. 
fo happy as 7..G. for {peaking of the fo- 


emu 
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lemn Rite of Supplisation when the Images 

of Saints are carryed in proceffion, he faith, 

I fear, fear we rather pleafe the Hea- Piya 
then Gods than Chrift by fach praitices ; ere 
which without al queftion , he taith, wash ot 2 
taken from the Heathen .cuftoms. ‘And 
what he faith of the wor{bip of Images, iS ¢. 13. 
as true of that of Satats, that the people 
were arrived to tbat degree of madne [sy 
that their worfbip differed very little from 
Idolatry. Caffander faith, that the people Caffand. 
trafted fo much to the Patronage and In- ae 
terceffion of the Saints , whom they wor- — 
[hipped with dull, not to [ay profane Cere- 
‘monies , that they hoped for the pardon of 


their fins, although they did not amend 


their lives, on the account is their intercef- 
fin for them, and that they trafted move 
to them, efpecially to the Bleffed Virgin, 
than to Chrift himfelf. And that what 
interpretations foever fome mew pat upon 
 thofe titles of the Queen of Heavens Mother 
of Mercy, &c. the common people did not un- 
derftand them according to their fenfe of 
them, ‘Nay, Erafious goes farther, faying, 
that their very Preachers worlbipped t aries 
| Bleffed Virgin with more Religion, or devo- | 
tion, than they did Chrift himfelf, or bis 
Holy Spirit , calling her the Mother of — 
Grace. By all which we fee, that the 
ey X 3 — Adottrine © 
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doctrine Of Divine worfbip isnot fo clearly 
{tated by them, but chat the more inge-— 
nuous men, who have lived and dyed in 
the communion of that Church, have 
thought not only the people, butthe Teach- 
ers very much to blame in ir. 


2. My bufinefs now is, to give an ac- 
count of the fexfe of the Fathers in this 
difpute about the sotion of divine wor- 
foip not to handle particularly the Te/té- 
monies of the Fathers in difpute between 
us, which belongs to the Que/fion of In- 
vocation Of Saints, but to fhew, that they 
went upon the fame principles I have here 
Jaid down, in the ai/tincfion between the 
Honour and the worfbip of them ; and while 
they {peak moft for. the Honour of the 
Satnts, they deny any Religious worfbip to 
be performed to them. SO 

Origen in the beginning of his Book 


- againftCel/#s,makes that to be the property 


of the doitrine o Chrift , that God only 
was to be worfbipped , but that other 
might be Tuas a=ta, % wey  weymUVAcEwS xX 


gamut, worthy of honour, but not of wor- 


L-8. p.416, 


(hip. And in another place he {peaks as 


plain‘y as words can exprefs his mean- 
ing; although, faith he, we fbould believe 


that Angels were fet over thefe things be- 


OW, - 


C3tr) 

low, yet we only praife and magnifie them, 
but all our prayers are only.to’ be made 
to God, and. not to any Angel s and 
only Fefus Chrift is to offer up omr prayers 1.59.233 
to God , and left any fhould imagine he © 
meant only fome kind of prayers, he (aith 
expre/ly mony wey 2d dino, “x wegowyiy % 
evJevEw all prayer, and [upolication, and 
tnterceffion ; and (aith that we ouzht not to P. 238. 
pray to them who pray for us. But now what 
faith T.G. to thefe places, which (ex- 
cepting ‘the firft ) I had objected againtt | 
the prattice of invecation of Saints and 
Angels in my former difcourfe Why tru- 
ly he faich, shat Origens meaning is part-1.6.0.3613 
Ly, that we are not to pray to them inthe — 
fame manner that we do to God: but we 
may prayto them after another manner. 
But is that tsfertour fort of prayer, pray- 
er or not: when we defire them to pray 
for us, isnot that defiring their inter- 
ceffion for us? but Origes denyes, that any 
prayer isto be made tocthem, or any one 
to be prayed to, although itbeonly toinz- . . 
tercede with God for ws, but only the Son 
of God. I remember an anfwer of a de- 
vouc fervant of the Bleffed Virgin much, 
like this of 7. G. For when -it was ob- | 
jected, that fhe could not be the Mother of 
Redemption for mankind, becanfe it is 

| X 4 faid, 
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feid, Via. 63.3, 2 have trodden the wine: 
prefs alone , and of the people there was 
no man.withme. True, faith he, there is 


gicard. at ae man With thee, but there might be 
aha. Ma- 


a Woman forallthat. So doth T. G. deal 
with the teftimonies of the Fathers, let 
them be never {o exprefs againft 24 foxts 
of prayers and Invocations, they. holdonby 
of fuch a fort of prayer, but there may be 
another and tnfericur ford sotwithfPand 
ing. Butis there aay fora that. is not 
comprehended pander af? And that Qre- 
gem Cannot be waderftood in thefe paflages 
‘of fach prayer only as fuppofeth the fw. 
pream excehensy in God, moft evidently 
appears by the difpure between Cebfys and 
him, which was not about the werphip. of 


‘the Supxeam God, but of Jue rionk Spirits 
and Afiaiffers to him, as bath been fally 


proved already. 
The Church 


. 


f Philonwe lines in that no- 


-ble Feffimony concerning the Atantyrdom 


of Polycarp, makes the {ame di/fiadtion be- 
tween howoxx andworfbip ; for they utterly 
deny giving any wor/bip to a creature, aS 
inconfittent with Chriftianity 5 but at the 
fame time, they confefs the howour and 
eficews, thay had for the Afaxtyrs, which 
they expreffed by wceting at the places of 
their Mattyxdoyn, keeping their Anniver- 

- 2 a ey 
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fary dayes ; and recommending their ex- 
amples to the imitation. of others. . : 
Inthe former Difcomrfe I produced che | 
Teftimontes of Faffin Alartyr, Theophilus 
_Antiocbenus, and mentioned mary others 
to the fame purpofe, viz. that all Religi- 
ous worfbip was due only to Gods and with 
this double caution to. prevent eavils, 
x. That ic was without making any d:- 
frinchions of abfolute and relative worfbip, 
which they muft hive been driven to, in 
cafe they had given Religious wer[bip to 
any befides.. 2, That when the Chri/Pians. 
sefufed to give adoration to the Emperonr, 
it could not be underftuod of the adborati- 
o proper to the S#pream God, for. none’ 
can be fo fenfle(s to imagine they required’ 
thac, but fuch kind of Religions worfbip as: 
they gave to the ' zmages of their Gods, 
To all this TG. replyes, ¢ I. ) That the fé T.6.p.340. 
| Teftimonies are impersinent, because they ) 
are to be wyderftood only of that divine 
mor foip whith is due to God'alone ; and not - 
of the Inferionr worfbip which belonys to 
Saints or Angels. Might he not as well 
have faid, that they prove that 20 man 
might beworthipped, but 4 woman might ° 
For the foree of the Tefimonies did not 
lye meerly in ehis, thae they attributed . 
divine worfhip only to God, but chat ae 
| mace 
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made ule ofthe moft general terms which 
fignified worfbép without any d:finction of 
the nature. and kind of that worfbip, fup- 
pofing it to be on a Religious account. For 
nomen of common fenfe would have writ-. ' 
ten as they did, if chey had believed chac — 
fome fort of Religions worfbip were lawful 
to be given , and another not. Doth 
T. G. think chat he fhould ever efcape 
cenfure in his Church, if he fhould fay pe- 
-remptorily that it ts Gs lasvful to give any ~ 
kind of Relizions worfbip to a creature, 
when the very J#dices of the Fathers can-. 
“mot efcape the sndex Expurgatorius for | 
blabbing fo great a Truth ¢ No; we. 
fhould have 7.G. prefently ouc wich his 
di ftinétions : wor{bip is of two forts, Su- 
' pream called Latria, inferiour called Da- 
lia: Religtous may be taken in two fenfes. 


4, That which proceeds from the vertue of 


Religion , and. that 1s. proper to God. — 
2. That which tends to the honour of Reli- 
gion, and that may be given to creatures, 

And thus would che Fathers have written, 
if they had ever looked over Ariftotles 
threfbold, and been of T.G’s mind; and 
therefote my argument which proceeded 
upon the general terms of the Fathers, 
without intimating any fuch diftinétion, 
doth hold good, that either they did noc 
: write 


- 
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write like underftanding men , or they 
knew no fuch diftinétions‘as thele. 2.That 
although Juftin Martyr azd Theophilus de- 
ny divine wor{bip to be’ given to Empe- rep.3415 ° 
rours , yet they both imply, that lawful 342 
worfbip and honour ts to be given tothem; 
and therefore he cannot but wonder , what 
I meant by alledging thofe Teftimonies, 
unle(s I intend not any worfbip at. all to 
‘be due to any befides Gods or that I think — 
. at not poffible toworfbip a good man, And. | 
afterwards he faith, be would willingly P-347 | 
underftand yet farther, whether I alow | 
any honour at all to be due to Princes as 
Gods Vicegerents ; for he doth not retpem- 
ber hitherto any paflage in my Book, from 
whence he could gather that I hold it. law- 
ful to give any worfbip tither to Princes 
Statues or to themfelves. Which words 
have {uch a venemous infinuation in them, 
that I could hardly believe they could, 
come from aman of the leaft a 
enuity. Becaufe I deny Religious worfbip 
: be fate to befides ou himself | 
muft I therefore be reprefented asa man 
that denyes Civil wor(bip to be given to’ 
Princes ? \ cannot tell, whether the folly 
or malice of fuch an infinuation be the 
. greater: I pray God help his usderftand- 
_.gng, and forgive his 22 wil, hope = 7 
: | AS | 


X ' 


ns ©) ee 
| ats do not go whither they are intended s 
but that which he defigns for my d#Bonour, 


> May sotwithflanding his intention, rermi- 


nate in his own, I do affure him, lam 
fo much for the stmoft civil worfbip tobe 
given to Princes as Gods Vicegerents, as 
mot to think ir iz the pomer 0 sit Bifbop . 
in the world to depofe them , or abjolve 
their fubjects from obedience to then, and 
Thope 7. G. ‘thisks fo toa, although 
“he may not chink it fo fic to declare 
his mind. Buc what is ‘all this to our 
prefent bufinefs? The force of my argu- 
ment. lay in this, she Chriffians denyed gev- 
ing Religious worfbip to Princes , although | 
tt were an ge hind of Religious 
worbip, therefore they did not think an 
infertour kind of Religious worfbip lavoful. 
Was this argument too hot for his fingers, 
fo that afloon as he touched.ie, he runs’ 
away, and frets and fumes, and vents his 
- fpight againftt ad pl it? However, | will 
urge it again and again, till I receive a 
better aniwer. 7. G. faith, the Fathers 
speak only of the Soveraign worfbip that 
as due only toGod; aud that is the wor(bip 
_ they think unlawful to give.to any crea- 
ture. I fay it is imipoifible that fhould 
be their fenfe, for they deny it tobe law-— 
ful to give Religious worfbip to Princes , 
7 ~~ when 
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when they were required todoit; but io 


men ever cook Princes for the Supreans 
God. T.G. tells me, that Tertullian ex- 

plains Theophilus and Juttin, faying, that 
lhe King is then to be a he 
keeps kiewfelf within his own Sphere, and 
abjtains from divine bomours. Very well! 
chis isthat I aim ac: and he need aoc won- 


dex what I brought thefe tefimonies for s 


for it was for this very thing which Ter- 
tullian {aith, that the Chriflians did vefufe 
to sive divive honours to Princes : and 


therefore they thought asvine worfhip 


comprehended under it all forts of Religé- 


ous worfbip, But faith T.G. tt #5 4 thing 
notoxionfly known, that many of the Hea- 
them Emperours exacted to be morfbipped 
— a5Gods, that is with divine morfbip, 


gram all this, and fay. thar it ftill proves 


what I intend. For.did they mean by 
worfbipping them as Geds, that they would 
have the people believe them to he the 


Supream God ? that is madxefs and folly 
to fuppofe, for the utmoft they required, . 


was tobe worfbipped with the fame wor- 
’ foip that Deified men were ; or to have the 


fame worfbip living , which the Sexste— 


was wont to decree to chem when they 


were dead. And can Tf. G. poffibly be- 


lieve, shat this was to fuppofe thems to : 
. se the 
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the fole Authors of all good to mankind? - 
which is that kind of dsvine worfbip, he 
faith, the Fathers only condemned, I de- 
five T,G. to chink again of this matter, 
and ‘I dare fay he will fee more caufe to | 
wonder at hisown anfwer, than at my ar- 
gument, which fo evidently overthrows 
all chat he brings to evade the Te/fémpnies 
of the Fathers.  Batfaith T. G. éf Kags. 
ey be honoured as Gods Vicegerents, why 
may not Saints as the adopted Children of 
God ? Who denyes this, for Gods fake? 
but I -deny, that either Kings or Saints are 


to have divize worfbip given to them, 


And fince T. G. is in the humour of ask- 
ing me Queffions , lec me propofe one to 
him; if Kings may be honoured as Gods . 
Vicegerents, why not-with divine honour 
upon his principles ; 4 ¢. with a relative 
Latria, though ‘not abfolute ? And if that 
be /awful , what he thinks of the 
primitive Chriftians, who chofe to dye, _ 
ratner than to give divine wor/bipto them 

upon any account?’ By this. time I hope’ 
T.G.is afhamed of whathe adds, thet on 

the fame principles that I deny any wor-. 
fhip to be due to Saints, a Quaker would 
prove, that it muft be denyed to Princes. 
The worfbip I deny to Saints, is that which 
God hath denyed to them, viz, Divine wor- 


- foi ; 
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hip the worfbip I fay is due to Princes, is 
that which God hath required to be given 
them, viz. civil worfbip. And they thac 
cannot find out a. difference between thefe 
two, are a fic match forthe Quakers. I 
_ know not what a Quaker might do in this 
‘matter; Lam fure T. G. doth nothing bur 
trifle in ic. Was thereever a meaner ar- 
gument came ot of the mouth of a Q4e- 
ker , thanwhat he urges againft me, viz. 


that in {uch a Book printed in fuch aTG9.34% 


place, and juft in fuch a page, I calla 
Divine of our Nation Reverend ana Lear- 
ned: and whatthen? therefore Saints are 
. to be worfbipped : very extraordinary I 
confefs; and one of T. G’s noftrum’s ! if 
he pleafe, lec ic be writ upon his AZonn- 


ment, Hic jacet auctor hujus Argumenti 


forI dare fay, no body ever ufed it before 
him. If we give men titles of refpect ac- 
cording to their Age and Calling, or real 
worth, therefore we are to give Religious 
_worlbip to Saints: and why not as well to 
Princes, becaufe we call the Fudges ap- 
ointed by them , the Reverend Fudges ? 
ut furely this will prove not only a dudia, 
but an byperdalia : becaufe we not only 


eall the Clergy Reverend, but the Bifbops 


|» Right Reverend, and Archbilbops Moft Re- 


werend, -Yam forry T. G. did not fo well - 
ee _ confider - 
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 confider the force of his argument, to have 
__pteffed it home upon me, for he now fees _ 


“how much more ‘advantage might have 
been made by it: but icis an eafie ching 
to add to rare éxventions. But. certain- 
ly T,G. ( toufe his own words ) maf? be- 
Lieve his Readers to be all flark blind, who 
cannot we, titles.of refped from 


Religions worfbip. But is there not 4Re- — 


veresce ave to Perfons for their Piety, as 


well as for their Age and Dignity? who 


doubts ic ¢ bucchat Reverence lyes in the 


aue expreffions of honour and efteems t0- 


wards them, which I hope may be done 
without encroaching upon the és of 
Religéous worfbips and] think I have told 
him plainly enough, what I mean by them, 
in the foregoing Difcourfe, But 7. G. 


{eems to under{tand no difference between | 


_ titles of refpect, and acts of worfbip ; be- 
' tween expreffrans Of efbeems and devotion 5 


between Religions and Civil worfbips foc — 


he blunders and confounds all thefe toge- 
ther, and whatever proves one, he thinks 
proves all the reft: thefe are not che beft 
wayes of reafowing, butthey are the beft 
the caufe would bear. . well, but yet the 
matter i not altogether fo clear, for 


the werfbip we are to give to Princes is as. 


they are Gods Vieegerents y and this -# 
= given 


- oN 
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"given on 4 Religious account, becaufe God 
commands us to give honour to whom hp- 


nour dae; the placeurged by T.G.5, © 
Rom. 13.7. To this 4 very eafie. anlwer 76.p.342: _ 
will ferve; worfbip may. bé {aid to be. 

Religions two wayes. 1. As it.isrequiréd 


by the Rule of Religion :. and fo the wor- 


fhip given to AMagiftrates is Religious, - 


2. In its wataré and circumftancess as it 
confifts of thofe as which God hath ap- 
| propriated to his worthip ; or is attended 
with thole civeumftances which thake it a 
Religions performance; and then it is-not 
to be given to Priaces, or any Creatares ; 


but-only co Ged himfelf: This will be - 


made plain by 4. remarkable inftance 
_among the antient Chriftians 3 While Dé- 
vine honours were challenged by the £v- 


perours to themfelves, ¢.e. the honours be-. 


longing to confecrated mien (for they meant 
no other) the Chriftians refufed giving 
to them thofe external aéts of Reverence 
which might be fuppofed to have any Re/i- 
gious worfbipinthem, although they ex- 
preffed the greateft readinefs at the fame 
time to. obey their Laws, that did not re. 
quire any thing againft Chriftianity 5 and 
to pray for their fefety and profperity: 
This being known tobe the general pra- 


ice of chtiftians, Plinyin his Epifle 10 
oe 


Trajaf 


~- 2 nae Eee eee Ol tc 


a € 322) 

‘Trajan mentions this as one of the wayes 
of trying Chriffians , viz, whether they 
- would Imagini Cafarts thare cy vino [up- 
- plicare, give Religions worfbip to Cxlars 
Image, by burning incen{e, and pouring 
| out wine beforeit ; which were the Di- 
Flin, lio-vine honours required. This, Pliny faith, 
P93 all that were true Chriftians refufed to 
do; and thofe who did it prefently re: 
pounced Chrift, Thus, this matter ftood 
as long as the Empcrours continucd Gen- 
tiles, who were prelumed to affect Divine 
honours ; but when Conftantine had owned 
Chriftianity, and thereby declared, that no 
‘Religious worfbip was to be givento bim, 
the Chriftians not only ereécted publick 
Statues to. Emperonrs , but were ready: to 
exprefs before them the higheft degrees oF 

Greg. Naz, CVE worfbip and vefped. This Fultan. 
orat.1.i2 thought to make his advantage of, and. 
Jue therefore placed the Zmages of the Gods 
among thofe of the Emperours, that either 
“they might worfhip the Gods, or by de- 
nying civil worfbip to the Emperours Sta- 
‘ taes, which the cuftom then was to give, 
they might be. proceeded againft as difaf- 
fected to the Emperour. ‘And when he 
{are on the Throne diftributing New-years- 
gifts, he had his Altar of Incenfe by him, 
that before they received gifts, they might 
7 | - caft 
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caft a little izcemfe into the fire; which 
all good chriftiazs refufed to do, becaufe a 
as Gothofred obferves ,. the barning of in- 4 a alien 
cenfe was the fame tryal of Chriftians, srat.p. 66: 
that eating of Swines flefb was of Fews. | 
But after che /#/picton of Religious worfbip 
was removed in thefucceeding Emperors, 
the former cuftoms of Civil worfbip ob- * 
tained again , ill Theodofivs oblerving 
how thete caffoms of Civil adoration be- . 
gan to extend too far, and border too 
much upon Divine honours, did wholly |, 
forbid it in.a Con/fitution extant to that se 
purpofe, and that forthis reafon, that all 4.14: 
worlbip which did exceed the dignity of 
_ men, fbould be entirely referved to God. 
_ By this true account of the behaviour of 
— Chriftians in this matter, T, G. may a little 
_ better underftand what that wor/bip was, 
which the primitive Chriftians reluled to 
give to Emperours , and what difference 
they made between the fame external - 
aits, when they were to be done on a : 
Civil and on a Religtous account, which 
are eafily difcerned either by the wzaturé 
of the aés themfelves, as the burning in- 
cenfe, or the circumftances that attend 
them, ‘as in edoration, 
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@.20. It were’ needlefs to produce any more 

—-- Teftimonies of Antiquity to prove that Di- 

wine worlbip is proper only to God, fince 

T.G. confetfes ic ; but gives quite ano- 

ther fenfe of Divine worfbip than they did, 

for under this, they.comprehended allaés 

«Of Religious worfbip , as appears by the 

worlbip they denyed toEmperours, Itre- 

, mains therefore to fhew, that thofe who 

{pake moft for the oxour of the Saints, did 

¢ not. by that mean any Religious acts of 

--- worfbip, but expreffions barely of honour 
‘and effeem 

. - Fulian objected this againft the chrifti- 

‘ans(as it was common with the Heathens to 

- object many falfeand unreafonable things) 

that inftead of the Heathen Gods, they wore 

fbipped not one but many miferable men, 

S. Fes TochisS, cyrif a that as to ih 

c. fuliane fe confelles they wor{bipped him , but the 

(ESPs 2038 ay aa pipe of spt in him, Fed 

«be was effentially God, and therefore fit to 

be worfbipped ; but for the Martyrs, they 

neither believed them to be Gods 5 nor 

gave them the worlbip which belongs to 

Gods. Which is unqueftionably S.cyrid’'s | 

meaning, or he doth not an{wer cto ¢he 

purpofe: For Falta never charged the 

 Chriffians with giving that worthip 0) 

— : Martyrs, 


a 
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Martyrs, which is proper to thé Supream.- 


God confidered as fuch, but that they gave 
to them that Religions worfbip which Fu- 
lian pleaded to be due to the inferiour 
Gods, as appears by the State of the Que- 
ftion between them. This therefore. 
‘S. Cyrill denyes that they gave to Saints 


and Martyrs , which he calls wesouvey 


Adlgevlinads, #.€. to give them the worlbip 
which the Heathens gave to their infert- 
our Deities ; what they gave to the Afar- 


__ tyrs was upon another account, it was only 
*  geelanads 4) mallets, vefpectively and by way 


of honour. And left any fhould fufpect 


he meant any kind of Religions worfbip by — 


this, he prefentiy explains him{clf, that 


. what he faid was only to be under ftood of 


— thofe honours they gave to them for their 
generous fuffering for the faith, defpifing 


all dangers, and thereby making themfelves 


great examples to other Chriftians 5 and 
after he lec us underftand what cthefe 4o- 


nours were, whenhe brings theinftanceof — 


the Athenians meeting together at the fe- 
pulchres of mhofe who were flain at the 
Battel of Marathon for the liberty of 


Greece, and there making Panegyricks 


upon them, and therefore he wonders why 
Julian fbould exclaim fo much. agsinfE 


thefe honours done to the Martyrs, fince 


a this 
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this was all the reward they could give 
t,Full.1o: them, And elfewhere he faith, rhe fe bo- 
“pours confifted in preferving their Memo- 
‘pies, and praifing their vertues 5 and 
brings the very: fame inftance of the 4tbe- 
‘gians again: but for any matter of wor- 
feip cowards them he utterly denyes it; 
becasie they were bound to give it $0 nome 
9-338: bat God. And that we might fully #- 
derftand whiat lhe means when he -faich, 
that Chriftians. do not give to Saints the 
‘worfbip thé Heathens gave to their inferi- 
Iej-pet24,0#” Gods, ‘in another place, he tells us, 
what that worfbip did confift in, which 
he there calls aelecias (by which we are 
certain what he meant by aezpeunnds be- 
fore) and fohe reckons up as abd advrwe 
Airis in the firft place, their prayers, ox 
fepplications, and thea vows, hymas, obla- 
tions and facrifices : the giving of any 
‘of thefe to Sa‘zts were to worfbip them 
Aereunuds, and. not as the éemorant or 
wilfully dlizd Writers of the Roman 
Church whcn.they meet with this word, 
they cry out prefencly, mark that, not 
with Latria, and prefently imagine thac 
what {cafe a word -hath obtained among 
-them, if chey meet with it inthe Fathers, 
it muft needs fignifie the fame thing; 
wheo the fexfe of words hath been to 
os ftrangely 
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ftrangely perverted by them ; as will more 
particularly appear by this very diftincti- — 
on: of Latria and Dalia, which they make | 
S. Auguftine the Author of , but have car- 
ried it far beyond his meaning. . 


I come therefore to confider S, Auftins Q. 21. 
mind in this matter, which Iam the more | 
ebliged odo, fince T, G. {0 unreafonably 
trinnaphs in S. Auttins opinion in this.mat- 
ter; and is not only content to drag me ac 
his Chariot wheels, but hemakesa thew | 
_ Of me, and calls people to fee by my ex- 

ample, to what miferable {bifts and dif- 
tngenwons arts they are put, who will {hut 
their eyes, ana fight againft the light of a. 
noon-day truth: when I firft read thele 
words, I began to 7#b my eyes, and to look - 
about me,. and to wonder what the matter. 
was; andI findmy (elf as willing to fee 
ight as another, and my confcience never 
-yet accufed me of ufing difingenuous arts 
in dealing withthem.; if 7. G. can clear ' 
-himfelf as well, ic is the better for him ; 
Iam fure by-flanders have. not thought fo, 
as appears.at large by Dr. whitby, eipeci- 
ally in his def chapter againfthim. Bue 
ic is not my bufinels to recriminate ; hope- 
-ing fufficiently. co clear my felf in this | 
matter. Ic feems, I had faid thatS. 4s- 
: a a a guftine 
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guftine denyes, that any Religious worfbip 


was performed tothe Martyrs3 thisT.G. - 


again faith, 7 comld not affirm without {bat- 
ting my eyes: and yet I thank God, by the 
help of my eyes, I find S. Augu/tin faying 
the fame thing ftill. For is it fot S. 4s. 
guftin that faith, nom fit nobu Religio cul- 
tus hominum mortuorum, let not the wor- 
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bappinefs coming only from God, our beiag 
the Temples of God, the Angels prohibi- 
ting S. John to worfbip him, and bidding 
bim to worlbip God ; and that the very 
name of Religion, i from tying oar Souls 
to God alone. whofoever of the Angels 
toves God, faith he, loves me for vat. 
ping bim, and he that hath Gods favour, 
bath the faveur of all that are good. There- 
fore let our Religion bind ws fafter to one 
omnipotentGod, between whom and us there 
ts no creature interpofed : with much more 
tothe fame a Isitnot the fame . | 

S. Auftin that faith, Hec eff Religio chri- Tat. 2% 
ftiana ut colatuy unus Deus, this.is the For. 
Chriftian Religion, to worfbip one God , and 
that for this reafon, becanje God only can 
make the Soul happy: for, faithhe, it x 
made happy only by the participation of 
God, and not of a bleffed Soul, or Angel... - 
Nor, as though this were intended on! 
againft the expectation of our bleffedne/s 
wholly from Saiats or Angels s but he 
makes ufe of this as an argument to 
prove, that we ought to wor/bip God alone, 
hyho only able to make us happy, Is it 
not the {ame S, Auftin, that faith, this tp, quan. 
_ the charaéter of the true Religion, that it tit. an 
unites us only to one God, without giving“ 3* 

worfbip to any other Being how excellent 
CO foever ? 


foever ? and he looks on this as a divine | 
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and fugelar part of the Chrijtian -do- 


rine, mullam creataram.colendam effe 
anime, that no creature have the worfbip 
af our Sowl , what did he then think of 
praying to creatures not only with our 
voyte, but osr mind too, as the Council of 
‘Trent {aith, it ws profitable for us tv do, 
and not only for their prayers, but for 
their help and affifance ; but faith good 
S. Auttin, the moft wife and perfect man, 
the moft accomplifbed and happy foul is on- 
ly to be loved and imitated, and honour 


gives to it according to its defert andor- 


Ang. €)-45- 


der: for thou fbalt worfbip the Lord thy 
Ged, and him only oalt thon ferve, Could 
any man. fpeak more ‘plainly and. fully 


againft giving any: —— sworfl7ip to 
‘ereacares, than hedoth ¢ 


Sic not che dame 
S. Asftin that tells Ataximus Madaurem 
fis, that in the ChriftianChurch, none that 
were dead were worfoipped, and nothing 
adored as God, that is made by God , but 


oniy one God, who created alt things? 


Here 7.G. (miles; and thinks to avoid chis 


prefently ; for S. Aujtix {peaks of any 
thing being adored as God; which they 


abhor to do: but his fmiling will be foon 


over, if he confiders, what being adored 
' as God there means: :for noone ever fu- 


{peced, 
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fpe&ted, that the Chriftians believed the 
Adartyrs to be the Supream God, butonly 
thac they worfbipped them as Gods of 
lower rank by participation from the Se- 
pream. And is aoc the very dame thing 
{aid and defended in the Romsx Church, 
that the Saints are Gods by participation, 
and they have the cere and government of 
the Church committed to them, and onthat 
account are worfhipped? and if this be not 

being gdered as Gods in'S. Auftins fenfe, 
J know noc wharis, Is it not the fame | 
S. duflin, that undertakes co prove againtt 
the Platontfs, that good Spirits are not to 
‘be worfhipped per tale Rei ionis o0bfe- 
guinis, by {ach Religions worlbip? very 
righc, faith T.G.y sat by the worfbip of 
_ Sacrifices, burS. Aaftin faith; neither Sa- 
cri, M0t Sacrificits ; which «wo compre- 
hend ah the Rstes of Religions sworfbip 
which were then.ufed, Forhemiakcs uie 
_ of feveral phrafes to exprefs the ad#s of © 
Religious wor{bip » fometimes by joyning ~~ 
thofe cwo together , facres cy facrificits s 1 io.c.16, 
fometimes Religtoxe cy Sacres; fometimes 
Religionis rétibus.s. fometimes Religionix ; 
obfequios by all which he underftands the “ * 
fame thing, vie, the aits of Religious wor- — 
hip, which for diffinction {ake he calls 
Latria ; as that fervice or worfbip thar 
SO | — men 
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men owe to one another, he faith is called 
by artother name: and I confefs I cannot 
find S. Auffix applying che term of Dalia 
tO any fervice we owe to Saints or Angels 
in Heaven , but he avoids the term of 
Service and denyes it be due to them, 


- and only calls ic by chename of Zove and | 


Mart. Pte 


ref. de trad. 
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Fellowlbip with them ; and therefore Afar- 
tinus Perefius had good reafonto quarrel 
with the ufe of the word dalia , becaufe 
we are only fellow fervants with them; 
and Bellarmin gives him no fufficient an- 
{wer, by bringing that place, Gal. 5. ferv- ~ 
ing one another in love, for that only re- 
lates to perfons in equal conditions, where — 
the matual offices may be altke , which | 
cannot be fuppofed in thiscafe. And there- 
fore I had reafon to fay, thet Dulia ss 
ufed by S. Auftin, as 4 term expreffing 
the fervice we owe to God as our Lord; 
but 7. G. thinks he hath run me down, 
by producing the foregoing place, which, 
he faith, 7 purpofely concealed from the 
Reader, for fear he might infer , that if 
fome degree. of the fervice called Dulia — 


might be given by fervants to their Ma- 
“fers, furely a high degree of it may be. 
- , given to Holy Angels, Very finely ar- 


gued ! andas much againtt S.: au/tins fenfe 
as is poffible, For, he faith, in plain terms, 
. - thofe 
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thofe Angels that reqnire fervice from us 
are Devils : for this he makes the charaGter 
OF chem, that they do invite us, wt (iz fer- 
Viames ; but, faith he, we honour good 
Angels by love, andwot by fervice. But 
T.G. is not more miftaken. in S. Auffins 
fenfe of Dalia, than he is about Latria; 
for, he faith, that he underflands it of (a- 
crifices, and that when he faith bleffed spi- 
vits are not willing we fbould{acra facere, 
tt ought not be rendered equivocally, as it 
1s by me, to perform any facred offices, but 
to dedicate and facrifice to them, or confe- 
crate our [elves or any thing of ours to 
them by the Rites of Religion; by which, 
he faith, s¢ a evident, that he. {peaks of 
the worlbip which is due to God alone, that 
is, of fech dedications and confecrations, 
as were performed by the Heathens totheir 
Demons asGods, To this I anfwer,thac. 
I grant chat S. Auffia {peaks of the wor- 
fbip due to God alone, and of thofe rites 
of Religious worfbip which were performed © 
by the Heathens to their Gods: but the ~ 
Queftion is, what he uniderftands by thofe ” 


Religtous rites, whether only dedications, 


and fecrifices, and confecrations , or other - 
atts of Religions worfbip ? For T.G,. can- 
not be fo ignorant, as not- to know, that 
adorations and prayers were as conftant,. 
N oe : 5 a as 
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as falemn,, as proper ats of Religions wor- 

fhip bath. by the Lew of God, and the 

Heather: suftoms, as thofe. he mentions : 

thence. orandt canfa fanam adire, in-Cice- 

Cicer Vert. rpg Leos immertales precart, venerari, 

: atque smolorare. debetis , ut urbem defen 

Incatil, dant ;. amd {carce any Greek of Latin wri- 

| ter that mentions their Religious rites; but 

under them they take notice of zdoration, 

and, prayers, and not only fo, but fome of 

them give an account of the Forms of 

them, and the manner and order of Jzv0- 

cation ia their Litawses (for the word is. 

as ald.as Homer ) wherein they invocated 

their Gods in order 5. that they would be 

favowratle and propitious to thems and 

‘Plin. bit. Pliny faith.in geseral, chat no facrifice was 

nat. 1. 28: o fered. withent prayers: and AMacrobins, 

Macro, Servius, and Arnobius lay, they began 

seis thein inuocations with Janus, not becaufe 

| Scere they. looked. on him as chtef, buc asa Ate- 

| ntid. 7. deator who was to carry ap their prayers 
Arnob. ¢. . 

gem. 1, 3, t0. the faperiony powers, andthey ended 

| in Wea for the fame reafon: and chat | 

thefe were comprehended under the Sacra, 

is not only manifeft from their conjundti- 

on with. farifices; but from the ald 

form: of obfecration, in which they ufed 

ob vos facro for obfecre. 1 would now - 

underftand from T.G. why he thinks that 

Mer | 2+ Auftin 
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S. Auffis fhould purpofely leave out in 
thefe words Adoration and Invocation, — 
which were by all Nations looked on as” 
fome of the proper adts of Religions wor- 
fbip., efpecially when he mentions’ both 
chefe before and after? For the eccafion 
_Of the difpute, was about the isterceffion — 

Of created Spirits, and mens addreffes. to 

them; and afterwards he joyns adoration 
together with facréfice as a thing peculiar 
$6 God : putaverunt quidam deferendum = pie 
Angelis honorem vel adorando vel facrifi--°? ""* 
cando, ers. in.a place already cited, If 
this be not /hutting ones eyes againft noon- 
day light; it isa drawing a curtain be- 
fore it, leftic grow too bor. | 
— Bat for all this7.G. is very confident, 7.¢.p.43x: 
that S$, Auftin was for the performing 
Religions wor{bip to Martyrs , becaufe he 
' faith exprefly, thet it was the cujtome of 

the Chriftian people in his time y to cele- — 
brate with Religious folemnity the Memo- 
| vtes of the Martyrs, and very kindly af-- 
ter his mode, he charges me with corrupt- 
ing the words of S.Anftin, by tranflating 
them thus, thatét was the cuflome of the 
Chriftians in his.time to have their Reli- 
gious Affemblies at the Sepnlchres or Me- 
mories of the Martyrs: I did not pretend 
to tranflate, aT. G. knew wellenough “4 

| = che 
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the character ; buc i will sever fpeaks 


-_ well; buc Tftill fay, and ftand to it, thar 


G Fauft. 


_ . Manich . 
4,20. 6.236 


this is his fezfe,; as will appear by confi: 
dering the defizn.of his words: Fau/tus 
the Manichean had charged the African 
Chriftians with Idolatry in the honour they 


- gave to the Atemories of the Martyrs. 


S. Auffin anlwers, that they did fo cof 
brate the Memories of the Martyrs, that — 
they eretted no Altarsto any Martyr, but 
to the God of Martyrs, although it was 
for their memories. For who of the Bi- . 
foops or Priefts that officiates at the Al- 
tar, in the places of their Sepulchres, ever 
faid, we offer to thee Peter, or Paul, or 
Cyprian 5 but that which is offered,  of- 


fered to God who crowned the Martyrs,but- 


at is done at theiy Sepulcbres, whom he 


hath trowned, that by the very places our 


. affections may be ratifed , and our love 


quickned, both to thofe whom we may tmt- . 
tate, and to him by whomwe are enabled 


_ to doit, Now I -defire to know; -what 


part of Religions worfbip was here per- 
formed to the Adartyrs ? If the Chriftian 
Sacrifice, that were Idolatry according to 
T.G. and would have juftified Fas/tws to 
purpofe; butS. du/tin utterly denyes this 
to be performed to them. All that che 


Martyrs are concerned in as to the Re/z- 


"gious 
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| glows Solemnity , was no meré than that 
the offices of Religion were. performed at 
their Sepatchres : this was an ‘Honour to 


them I grant, but no part of Retigions woy- ~ 
fbip. Aad alchough the defign of the wor: '- 


foip was only to homowr Gods yet the place 
of doing # wasouc of feronr: to the ALs+- 
syrs. Buc S, Awffin faith afterwards, we 
warfbip therefore the Saints with that vor - 
phip of love and fociety, &c. « What means 
this @e. here ¢ lec us have all or nothing : 


— with which holy men. in this life aré -wor-. 


— fbipped, whofe beart ts prepared to fiffer 
as much for the trath if the Gofpel.: he 


that bath bot an eye open, fach T.G.. 0 - 
muft fee that S. Auftin fpeaks bere of . 


the worfbip which the Chriffians of bis 
time gave to the Martyrs themfelves, And 
he chat hath but one corner opety cannot 


but fee, that he doch not fpeak.of melige. | 
ut 


ous worlbip, which Pasfius objected 5 

having denyed that to be given to Afar- 
- tyrs, he now thews. what they did give 
m, viz. fuch a kind of worfbip as wé 


give to holy men alive: and is that thé 


Religions werfoip cithér Fadfius or S. As- 

 finmeant? S, Auftin calls.it-worfbip, but 

he means no more by it;. chan. when he 

faid before, thae chey are co be lowed for 

their goodne{s, and bonoured. fox their ex 
: Zi 


amples $ 


Tr 
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_amples, was what. is all this to Reliions 


. worfbip ox. Invocation of them , when. 
——. §. Auffia san another place exprefly de- 
picivite- BYES » that the Saints are invocated by 
Dei,l. 22. bim that-offers the facrifices at the Al- 
610. gar + nay; although that A/tar were in the 
place of cheir: fufferings ? And here, faith | 

. «7. G1 think I bave done their work for 
them, and he is not miftaken’; whatever 
he cites from Bifbop Forbs, that S. Auftis 
was only to be underftood of Invocation at 

| the Altar s 1 fhall make it appear that the 
_* ° .atgament holds good, and that thofe who 
— fpeak againft it, itis becaufe they do not 

Forbs conf- underftand the ttrength of it. Bifbep Forbs 
devat.Mod in chis place, and feveral others, takes oc- 
P31] — cafion without reafon to find faule with 
| Bifbop Andrews, a man of far greater Lear- 
ning thanhimfelf, and of better judgement | 

in thefe matters; and it is he; and not 

Bifbop Montague (as-T.G.miftakes ) whom 

_ Bifbop Forbs introduces Fob Barclay charg- 
ing with leading King James. afide. Burl 

~ ftill fay the argument clearly proves, that 
— $i Anftin deayed Invacation of Saints 5and 
Iam forry fo. fee Bifbop Forbs fo weakly. 

led afide by. Be/larmin and others upon this 

ground, Geedale.iv the Canon of the Mas 
the Saints dre. not directly prayed to in the. 
Roman.charth; but they are in the — 

ee on: * > see ate- 
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Catechumenorum , and in the Litanies s 
_ therefore thusit wasin the 4frican Charch 
inS, Awfins time. Who knowsnot what 

great alceraticns have been in the Lrtwr- 
giles of the Charch fince that time? Yet -_ 

thus wifely doth 7. G. {peak upon this” | 
fubjet : if 7 fpeak of that part of the.. rere 

Mafs , which was antiently called the — | 

Mafs of the Catechumeni, the Prieff in- 
deed before he afcends to the Altar defires 
the Blef[ed Virgin, and the reft of the 
Saints, &c. to pray for him: but inthe 
Miffa Fidelium there is no Invocation of 
them, Tf there had been none anywhere | 
elfe, there had been a far greater confor- 
micy between the Church of Rome , and 
the Charch in S. Auftins time: we plainly 
prove, there wasno J#vocation at the Al- 
tar, lec T.G. thew any other part of pab- 

Lick worfbip at that time; wherein they 

were invocated. But all chefe miftakes 
arife from not confidering the mighty dif- 
ference of the Liturgy in S, Auftins time, 
in the African church, from what hath - 

— fince obtained in the Roman Church, But 

to give T. G. fome better /ghe in this 
matter, and withal co thew the ézvincible 

» flrength of this argument, Ufhall prove 

‘thefe ewo things. 1, That the Prayers’ - 

of the Church did not begin in S, duffins 
a _ La _ time 


= 
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‘time till the catechumens were difmiffed: 


Aug. form. 
de Temp. 
2376 


2. That the prayers after their difmiffion 
were performed at the far. | 

1, That the prayers of the Church in 
S. Auffins time did not begin till the 
Catechumens were difmiffed. For which 
we have aplain Teftimony from S. Au/fin, 
Ecce poft fermonem fit Miffa Catechume- 
nis, weanebunt fideles, venietur ad locuns 
orationis ; whereby he fhews not only, 


 thae prayers did not begin, ull the dé/- 
miffion of the Catechumens, but that-the - 
Altar was then accounted the proper place 


pe diverf. 
Serm. 48. 


of prayer : and elfewhere he faith,that In- 
vocation did begin after the Creed,ideo non 
accepiftis prius orationem, poftea fyaboluns, 


fed prius fymbolum, wbi ftiretis quid crede- 


| Antr. 1. 8. 
tpi. 32 


ret; & poftes orationem,ubi noffetis quem 
invecaretis: which words could have no — 
fenfe, if any folemn invocation were. then 
made before the Creed. So S. Ambrofe 
defcribes the fervice of the Charch of 
Millan in his time, Poff lectiones atque 
trattatum dimiffis Catechamenis, Symbo- 


lum aliquibus Competentibus in baptifte- 


riis tradebans Bafiléce : by which it feems,, 
the Service began with the Leffons,' then 
followed the Sermon, after thatthe Creed, 
and then-when the Catechumens were dif- 
mifled, the prayers of the Church begun: 
: "fo 
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fo S. Ambrofe prefently after ith; whes 
he bad inftruited the Competentes, Mifjam 
facere capi, te. the Miffe Fidelinm, or 
the Prayers of the Cherch, when the 44¢{]4 
- Catechumenoram was difpacchéed , or they | 
fent out of the Congregation, So Fuffin Ful. Apel. 
Martyr delcribes the Service of the firft ** 9° 
Chriftions, that ic begaa with the Leffons | 
of the Prophers and Apoftles, then followed 
the Sermon ; and after chat the Prayers - 
a and then followed the Ewchariff : 
which was then conftantly received inthe | 
pablick Service. The Conactl of Lacdices sip re 
mentions prayers beginning after the Ser- ied 
. mons ( t.e. the pablick prayers of the 
Church’ of which that Council mentions, 
the prayers for the Catechumens betore their 
| difiniffion ( which in the Greek Church 
were performed by the Deacon inthe Ambo 
making the sescporicns to the people, to 
which they joyned their ces éaénovr ) af- 
ter thefe, followed the prayers for the 
Penitents and chen the Prayers of the 
Faithful , oc the proper ae of the 
Church began. ‘The Author of the Con- 
fitutions called Apofolical, appoints the ah ie 
“Service vo begin with the Leffons of the rae 
Old Teftament, the Pfalms,the Epifilesand 
Gofpel, after which the sermon was to fol- 
low, then the Catechumens and Peniten:s 
eo ate Z3  ~~—«COeing 
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being difmiffed, they muft 2/ rife andgo 
to their prayers for the Cacholick Church 5. 

as itis chere defcribed: in the eighth Book - 

- he mentions the occafonal prayers that 
were made for the Catechumens and Peni- 
texts, before their di/miffton, and then fol- 
L.8.¢+ 675 low the forms of Solemn Invocation, which 
2° were not to be ufed till the other were 
ss difmsiffed the Affembly. To the fame pur- 
Diowf. Hi- pofe the counterfeit Dionyfius defcribes the 
, ee practice of the Church, that the Catecha- 
— mens and Penitests were admitted to the - 
Leffons. and Pfalms , and.then were ex- . 
_Cluded the Coagregation, . And none were. 
allowed to be prefent at the Prayers of 

the Faithful, but fuch as were allowed to 

be prefent at the Euchari/?, as the fourth 
conceit, ne. ACZrEE Of Penitents, which is called com-. 
‘cen cot, mennicating in Prayers, dy the Council of 
42,13 Nice; by which we may {ee T. @’s skill 
in Antiquity, when he puts the forms of | 
".G.p.442. txvocation uled by thofe who were to par- 
7 ‘ take of the Eucharift, into the. Miffa Ca- 
techumenorum:, whereas they were allow- 
ed to be prefene at no. prayers of the - 
*. " Charch, bute only that which was made 
Bona dt ve for thems 3 and Cardinal Bowe could inform . 

Us Liturg. ». - 

jicaé, him, that the Casechumens were not al- 
lowed to joyn fo much as in the Lords 

Frayer, norin any folemn invocation 7 

Ga 
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- 60d in behalf of others, ashe proves from civy: bom. 
S.chryfoftom, andothers, ~ = 79. ad pops 
2, That the prayers that were made af- tial 

ter the difmsiffion of the Cateshumens were — 

faid at the Altar. For which we are to. 

confider that in S, Aufins time, the cu- 

ftom of communicating every day was {till 

obferved in the 4frican Church’, as isevi- 

dent from his'own exprefs Teftimony, 

where he faith, that fome underftand o#r 

datly Bread of the Sacrament of Chrifts Aug. de. 

body, quod quotidie fumimus , which we Ee ac 

receive every day 3 and finds faule with #. 2. c.12 

thofe in the Greek Church who had begun 


tO difcontinue that cuftom; accipe quoti- ne vr. 7 


die, faith he, quod quotidie tibi profit, Dom. in 
So that affoon as the Catechumens were eg *. 

difmifled , they immediately began the zu. fer.28. 
’ Communion Service , which was all the 
Service 1 can find inthe Ufe of ‘thac 
Church in thofe times. Nay, the very 
prayer for the Catechumens wasfaidatthe  ... 
Altar inthe African Church, whichin the . * 
Greek Church was inditted by the Deacon 
in the Ambo, or Pew for that purpofe in 
the Body of the Church: Et quando andi gi» 
facerdotem Dei ad altare exhortantem po- 107. 
 palum Dei, orare pro increduls , ut eos 
Dews convertat ad Fidem, ¢ proCatechn- 

Z 4 ments 
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menis ut eis defderium regener stionis tn- 


" fpivet, e pro fidelibus ut in c0 quod effe 
_ gaeperunt ejus munere perfeverent, Where 
we fee the poe for the Catechumcus, 


. as well as .t 


Aug. Re- 
tract. 1.2. 
Go Ide 


¢ other prayers of the. 
Church were performed at the Aétar, 
And it appears by a paflage in his xe- 
tractetions., that the very Hymwas out of 
the P/alms which were fung either before 
the oblation , or in time of diftributiog 
were fung qt the Altar ,..which: cuffong 


being found fayle with at Carthage by 
one Hilarius, it gave him an occafou ta 
write in vindication of ir. And in ano- 


¢ dex Ee- 
clef. Afric. 
Go 106. 


Tertell. de 


Or ate CL ICs 
e . 
C14. de 

exhort. caft. 
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ther place he reduces all: the prayers of 
the Charch tothe Commuzion Service; and 
interprets the Apoftles words of prayers, 
Li inky , interceffions and giving of 
thanks, of what was done at che celebra- 
tiow of the Enchariff. And that which 
very much confirms this, is, that when the 


African Fathers made a Decree, that me 


prayers fhould be fed in the publick fer- 
vice, but {uch as were firft feen and ap- 
proved ; the Title of it is, Of Prayers ta 
be made at the Altar, And the African 
writers make praying and gaing to the 
Altar to have the fame fexfe ; fo Fertud- 
lian calls it sfcendere ad altares and ad 
ae ene oe pea 
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Gram Dei flare ; and orationem  deducere 
ea altare, Aliwhich put cogecher, make ~ 
is yery clear, chae if there was no inve- | 
cation of Saints at the Altar nS, Aaftins 
time, there was.none at ail in the Ser- 
vice Of the Churth 3 which I have the 
more infifted upon, becaufe it is fo preg- _ 
nent a. Teftimeny again Invocation of 
Saints, and the force of it ‘hath not been 
fully wederftgod by any I have feen, from 
the ‘noc confidering the Litargy of the 


Charch in S. Auftias ime. Which men 


have fancied to have been according to the 
practice of fellowing Ayes, when the lay- 
ing afide the Diftipline of the Primitive 
Church, made a great alretation in'the 
pablich Offices, (asmight be eafily difco- 
Wered, were this a proper place for it, ) 
both in the Greek and Latin Churches. 
Bat that is not my prefentbnfinefs. Burt 
this ought farther to be confidered, the 
mpoft proper feafon for é#vocation of 
‘Saints was at the Altar, for then the 
commemoration Of Saints was made out 
of the Diptychs of the Church, as appears 
by malsitudes of places in S. Auftin ; and 
the Afartyrs were then put in arank by | 
themfelves 5 and whereas they prayed | - 
for -ali others, they. did not for — ; 
| ut 


«<u Evang. 


jr. trate 
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but they rather believed they. received 


benefit by their prayers for them. For, 
faith S. Aufin, we do not commemorate 
the’ Martyrs at the holy. Table as we do 
others, who veft in peace, fo as to pray 


_ for. them, ‘but rather that they may pray 


for us: and this was all the Office of 


the Church then towards Martyrs, viz. . 


commemoration of them at the Altar, -al- 
though S. Asffin believed that the AZer- 
tyrs at {ach times, efpecially when the 
commemorations were made at their own 


Sepulshres, did Jorn their prayers toge- 


ther with the Churches , in behalf of 
thofe who -there put up their i egr 
ons to God, and mat to them, .And this 


is the meaning of that place, which 7. G.. 


objects to prove Invocation, viz. that when 
Chriftians are. met at the Religions So- 
lemnity at their Sepulchres, they become 


partakers of their merits ,. and obtain - 


help by their prayers: yet he wonders 


T could not find Jevocation here, and 
imagines I (but my eyes, again; but fure- 


ly T.G. fancies I play at Blindmensbuff 


with him, for he thinks Inever have my — 


eyes open, 
I fhould now come. to examine the 


di- 


_ 


, a: 
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diftinGtion of an «bfolwte and relative 
Latria, but of chat I fhall have occafi- _ 
on to {peak fo largely in the following 
Difpute about the worfbip of Images 
that I here put an-end to this Geseral 
Difcour fe. : 
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= a particular Defence of the 

Charge of Idolatry again the © 
Church of Rome in the Worfhip © 
of Images. Re 


CHAP. L 


werlbip ) mages, between Chrifians | 
ana Heathens : | - 


| Aving ia the precedene arg 3 
7 given a general'account Of the = 

} Nature of Idolatry, Tnow come 

to the particulars in difpute 
between us, The firf? whereof is, con- 
cerning the worfbip of images ; inwhich | 
nothing is more neceflary, than to give 
@ true account of the State of the Contro~ 
| verfie g 
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— werfie; -which that I may.do with che 
preateft cleanefs, - -. 9, 
1. I thal confider wherein the State of 


. F 6 


ereat in giving an{wers to all the Sophi/te- 
eal Cuolls.of T.Gi ms Se 
a. For the State of the Coatroverfie 
about the worfbip of Images between the 
Chriftians and Heathens. Tothis purpofe 
Thad ufed thefe expreffions in my former 
pif. of Difcourfe, “¢ That S. Pas/ dealing with the 
te che ts ¢¢ Athenians, did prove the unreafonable- 
"7 € nefs of their worthippine God by Images, 
| becaufe be was the God that made the 
ap es © world, andis Lord of heaven andearth, 
990° ecand that we are his offspring therefore we 
.. “ought not to think that the Godhead is like. 
“ unto goldor filver, or ftone graven by.art 
<< or:mpans device ; where I obferved, thac 
“che Apoftle dothnot fpeak meerly againft 
“ cheir other objects of worfhip befides 
“che trae God, nor their fuppofing their 
<< Gods to'be prefent in theit Jmages, nor 
S cakinig their Jmages for Gods, but againit 
oot | <¢ their 


| eee © +) 2 eee 
“ their fuppofition, chat chere was any re- 
€€ femblance between God and their Jmsages, 
“or that he was capable of receiving any 
“honour by them. The fame argument, | 
—  added,S. Paul ufeth tothe Romans, {peak- Rom1.19 - 
“ing of thole i whom that: which may be 
“known of Godis manifeft, even his Eter- 
“¢ nal Power and Godhead, yet thefe per- 
“fons who ksew God,did not glorifie hing asv. 2. 
“God, but changed theglory of the incor- 
“ yuptible God into an Imaye made like to 
 S© corruptible man, &c. where changing hu 
“¢ glory into Images, is, I faid, immediately ¥- 23: 
“ oppofed #0 the glorifying bine as God,in te- 
“¢ (pect of his Eternal Power and Godhead, 
“¢fo that thefetwo- are inconfiftent wich 
“eachother, to glorifie God by an Image, 
“€ and to glorifie him as God. For herethe 
<* Apoftle doth not difcourfe againft the 
**moft grofs and fottith Idolaters of the 
°¢ Heathens, but asS.Chryfoftom well ob- 
“ ferves, againft the Philofophers, and the — 
“ wifefe among them, who, alchough they 
‘¢ differed in their opinions of Religion ex- 
“treamly from the /w/gar,yet they.concur- 
“ red with them in all sade practices 
< of Idolatry, And therefore the Apoftle 
doth not charge them with falfe notions — 
** of a Deity, for he faith, that they held the 
“ ‘Truthin anvighteos{ne/s, and that o's 
a : | did 
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“ did knom God:but they fhewed their vami- 

“ty and folly.in chinking they had found 

“¢ out fubtiller wayes of defending the com- 

“€ mon /dolatries among them, and inftead 
____. “of oppofing them,made ule of their Wats 
~~ “to excufe them. To which I added this ma- 
terial obfervation , That the moft intelli- 
“gene Heathens did never look on their 

_. **dmages as any other, than Symbols or re- 

"' “prefentations of that Being to which they 

“© gave divine worthip; for which purpofe I 

¥ produced feyeral Teftimonies of Cel/as, 


& Porphyrie, Athanafius, Ar nobius, S. Augu- 


in, Max. Tyrins, Fulian and Eufebsus, 
“from whence I defiredto know whether 
© chefe men, who worthipped Jmages on 

_ “ thofe grapnds, did amis or no init?I do 
“not ask, as my words are exprefly, whether 
“they were miftaken as to theobjed¥s of their 

— wor{bipsbut on {uppofition they weré nor, 


“ whether they were to blame in the man- 


“ner of ferving God by Images, infucha 
“way asthey defcribe: tifnot, wherefore 
“¢ doth S.Paud pitch upon that, to condensn 
“them for, which they were atnotall co 
“ blamein ? He ought, I faid, co have done, 
hietut. de AS the Fefuits in’ China did, who ne- 
chrig. Ex- “ver condemned the people for worfbép- 


ped. apud €€ ving Images, but for worfbipping falfe 


Si; : l. e . é 
e.r69.s00. © Gods-by them; and perfwaded them not 


€< to 


\ 


\ 
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*¢to lay them afide, but to convert them td 

“¢che honair of the true God ; and fo melt- 

® ed down their former Images, and made 

“new ones of them. Can we imagine 

<°S, Paul ‘meant the fame thing, whenhe 

“¢ blames men, not for believing them to be 

“* Gods, but that Ged could be worfhipped 

“ by the work of mens hands, and for chang- 

Sing thereby the glory due to God in ‘regard 

** ot his infinite and incorruptible Being,in- 

“ro mean and unworthy Jmages, thinking 

** hereby to give homozr tohim? And up- 
“on thete grounds, Itherefhew, that the 

“¢ Primitive Fathers difputed .againft the chr. Sect 
“ Heathen Idolatry : for the making ufe of. or _ 
“* corporeal reprefentations makes the Deity, _. 
“<comtemptible faithClemens of Alexandria, Clem 

“¢ Origen {aith,that Chriftians have nothing . aan | 
“<< to do with Images, becaufe of the fecond Orig. to 
“© Commandment sand on that account will Re 
*¢ rather dye, than defile them[elves with 
“them ; and that it is impofible any one 

“ that knows God,fbould pray to them: That 

“ sf is no fufficient excufe to fay, they do 

“ not take them for Gods, but only for Sym- 

< bols or reprefentations of them, for they 

<< mult be ignorant, mean, and unlearned 

< perfons, who can imagine the work of an 

€* Artificer can be any reprefentation of a 

<¢ Deity, I fhewed further,that many of t he ¢h 1. Sek 
a Aa wifer™ 


' 


os, (354) 

8 wifer Heathens themfelves condemned | 

$*the worthip of God by Jmages, aSéncon- 

<< gruows to a divine nature,and a dilparage- 

“« mentto the Detty, as Zeno, Xenophanes, 

— S Antifthenes, Xenophon, Numa, Varro, 
“and many others. 


§.2. Having thus laid down fo much of my 
| former Difcourfe together , as was necef- 
{ary to underftand the State of the Con- 
troverfie, I come now to confider what 
TJ. G. doth anfwer toi. a 
oe 1. Tothe places of S. Paul, Acts 17.24, 
TG. p96, and Rom. 1. 19. he faith, that no one ever 
- denyed the unfuitablenefs of the worfoip of 
fuch Images to the Divine Nature, as are 
conceived to be proper likeneffes, or req 
, prefentations if the Divinity , of which 
S. Paul fpeaks in the firft place ; or of the 
Images of the falfe Gods of the Heathens, of 
‘which he {peaks in the latter, 
In reply to this, I begin with the fir/t 
place, Acts17.24. where, he faith, it is 
plain from S.Pauls words, thet they thought 
the Divinity to be like to the Images they 
made of gold and filver: and this was a 
mighty argument from the mouth of 
S. Paul to drive that erroneous condBit 
out of the minds of the Athenians , who 
—beleved the Divinity to be like’ the — 
; r + « | Images 
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Tesages they made, Get nine gt all from 
my pen againft Cathalicks, mho detest the 
thoughts of having. or making any :fich 
Image. This then is the ‘queftian be- 
tween us,. whether S. Pew’s difcousfe 
againftrhe Athenians did proceed only:on 
that feppofition of the Divizity besng deke 
to their Images, or whether. the diffiinili- 
_ tade beeweenthem be not made .ufeof by 
the dpoffle as an asgamenc to fhew that 
Images are not a proper fuitable means 
whereby to worthip Ged? For which we 
are to.confider the poles foope and de- 
fign ,which,certainly was teconvincethem 
of their idolatry. - For it is faid, ver.16. - 
that bis Spirit was flirred within bint, 
when he faw the City wholly given to ldo- 
—latry s and io the beginning of his fpeech 
he takes notice of their Bigoterie.in the 
Heathen worfbip, ver. 93. & 23.. that 
among their oWequare, ¢.¢. Idols, faith | 
Theophylaét, be had efpied an Altar with 
this In{cription, To the unkxown God: and 
upon.this he cakes an occafion more fully 
to difcouer him whoms.they iguorantly wor- 
fhigped, and wichal to thew the #xreafr- 
| mablenefs of their worfbipping God ac all by 
_ fmages, TE the Apofties.defign had been , 
asT.G.imagines, to drive that erroneous 
comet ant of theminds.of the Athenians, 
: | Aa2 | that 
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“that the Divinity was like to their Images ; 
his spirit fhould. not have beem moved, at 


_. the fight of .their: Jmages, but at their 


- difeouwrfes about them when he heard them 
_own.the Divinity to be like them, For, 
in cafe they only. looked on their Jwseges 
- as helps to their devotions or a8 Analogi- 
cal reprefentations of fome divine perfe- 
_° ions, although they did worfhip God by 
‘them, 7. G. muft think then S. Paw a 

-  Jicele too hafty to be fo foon azgry at the 
fight of them; for upon this ground his 
: _ might be flivred within him, atthe 
fight of the Aitars.and devotions in Rome, 
_as well as Athens. _ But S. Paul did not 
wait for any decree of the Areopagus in 
this matter ; he faw enough to inflame his 
«Seah, in their. practices, and publick wor-' 
foip, without looking after any diftinctions 
of their Sophiffers and School-Divines ; 
although there were many. upon the place 
_ ready co juftifie every rite. of their wor- . 
_fhip, and that would not let go one tittle 
of their grofleft fuperftitions for all the 
truth and Reafon in the world. They 
-could find out asmany Analogies and Me- 
taphorical fignifications as other men ; and 
thought it. as little difparagement to the 
Deity to worship him under the feveral re- 
_prefentations of Adinerva, Ceres or Bac- 
en. oe : chus, 
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chus, when by thefe they underftood the: 


feveral effects of Gods wifdomand Goodnefs. 
in giving the frwits : of the earth ,:-as 
others can in reprefenting him as an Old 


man with a Popes Crown on his. head ; or °- 


with one Head and three Faces, as fome 
that are no Athenians have done. For 
Gods fake, which of the two are more 
apt to beget in mens minds fuch appre- 
henfions of God, that he ws like to men; 
thofe who make and expofe fuch Zmages 
of che God they. worthip, or fuch. who made 
an infcription upon an Altar to the Us- 
known God? And if he were Unknown, 
how camethey to vow. him tobe fo “ke 


themfelves? What'need S, Paul cake fach 
pains to drive a conceit out.of their heads, 


which for. all that we:fee, never entered 
into them 2’. If indeed S. Peu/ had feen 
over that Altar a grave Jmage of a man 
in Pontifical Robes, with an hoary head, a 
long beard, anda Triple Crown; he would 
"probably have asked them, how the Athe- 
- gians, that were witty men, could be guil- 
ty of fuch an abfurdity , to call that an 
Altar to the Unknown God, when they 


-were fo familiarly acquainted with him as’ 


to know the very cat of his beard, and 
fafbion of hisCrown? But, .as Superftite- 
ous as the Athenians. were,\ they were not 


Aa 3 fo - 
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fiairidicnlons 5: bud yer becaule they fup- 
pofed. chis Ged might be pleafed with the 
wor{bip of the Idols; that were not only 
| inthe Temples, but in the Stréets and Fo- 
Thutydid. roms of Athens €.where Thacydides faith, 
4G there were twelve Altars ) therefore 
S. Paul difcourfeth of:chis God after fuch 
- a.meanner, as. to few how un{nicable fuch 
a. way of worfhip was to his Nature, and 

Perfettions, .. 0° 7 
<g: Erom his Znfintte Power, v. 24,25. 
God that: made:the world.and all things 
init, feeinz that be ts Lord:of heavens and 
curth, dwelleth not ix Temples made with 
hahds, neither is worfbipped with mens 
hands; Can any thing be plainer, than 
that here Si pas! ditpntes againft their 
worfbip, and not:their opinivr ? He finds 
no fawle with cReit pinion about the trae 
God , bat only ‘thae it was thot clear and 
diftinct enough, in’ that hé was 60 much 
thelnknown God — :. he takes 
it far pranred 5 that ‘one Ssupteam God, 
Creator: of the world was ackndwledged 
by them; and from the confideration .of 
that Zafinite Power of his; he:-fhews how 
* wnreafonable it was for them: td cercam- 
feribe bim within their Tespdes, or to wor- 
Jbip bim by their Jaages : “¢ For what ate 
“all thefe Images of yours, which you are 
: sl ey “ig 
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‘fo fond of, and fo unwilling to part 
“wich? although they were the Statues 
<€ of Phidias or Polycletus, or the Pidtsres 
“of Xeaxes, or Apelles, yet ftill they are ~ 
“but the work of mens Hands: and what 
«*arethefe tothe Heavens and the Earth, 
‘¢ which he hath made? If any Jmage de- 
¢ ferve worfbip, it is one of Gods making, 
“and not of your own 3 but fince no mage 
<< can reprefenc the infinite Perfections of 

<¢ the great Creator, never think to honour 
< him by your fooiihh Puppets, and Babies 
“of Dirt and Clay, This is thedefign of | 
the Apoffles argument s but what doth this 
fignifie to their thinking the Divinity to 
be like themfelves.? For whether God 
were like or walike to theit Jmazes, yet 
. Mill chey were the work of mens bands : 
as a priture is {till the work of the Patne- 
ev, although never fo snitke the perfon 
for whom it is intended’: but’S. Peal 
condemns them for worfhipping God with 
the work of mens hawds, t-¢, with Images 
and Statues ; as being infinitely below the 
greatne(s of that Divine Power, for the 
fake of which we give divine worfbip to 
him. a 
2. From his éafinite perfection, mani- 
fefted by his Self-(uffictency, Needing no-. 
thing, V. 25. and from his communicating 

| Aag tO 
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to his creatures what is needful forthem} 


Seeing he giveth to all life and breath and 
aH things. Now what canthere be more 
un{uicable to the honour of fuch a Being, 


thanto be worfbipped by {uch dull, fenfe- 


le(s, contemptible pieces of earth, which 
have not in chem the perfection of 
the meaneft azimal, to: whom God hath 

| a life and breath , that are fo far 
trom reprefenting the perfection and felf- 
fafficiency of the Divine Natsre, that they 
are not in the leaft able to fe/p them. 
_ felves’ But when by the help of Wedges 
_and Beetles-aa Jwsage is cleft out of the 
Trunk of fome' well grown Tree, ( that 

little dreamt-of.the honour which was like 

to come tothe dulleft pare about it; after 

ic fhould pafs through the feveral refinings 

of the Carpenters Ax, whole. blows it en- 

dured with admirable patience, and ofthe 

Paintérs Pencil, whole Ainiature ‘adds 

much beaucy and glory to it ) yet after all 
the skill of Artificers to-fet forth fuch a 

Divine Block, it cannot one moment fecure 

it felf from being eaten by Worms; or de- 

filed by Birds, or cut in pieces by Axes ; or, 

if any of thefe fail, from decaying through 
meer ftanding,. Or fuppofe, this’ ror- 

Sbipful Idol be made of a-harder fub- 
ftance, and after its being digged: our ” 

3 7 the 
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‘the:earth, and fawed, and carved, and po-- 
lifhed,, and with much ado broughit into 
the refemblance of aman, anda rude /ym- 
bol-of the Deity, and fet up for the ads- 
ration of mankind ; - yet ftill it wants the 
things which are above the utmoft ‘power 
of man, but are given to the leaft mite, 
viz, life, and fenfe, and motion, and an ad- 
mirable contrivance of the za/truments of 
thefes yet fuch mean and pittiful things 
as thefe, -will the folly of mankind find 
outto reprefent the greateft and the moft 
perfec Being in the world, Judge now. 
whether things that want //e, and breath, 
and «i things, are fit means whereby to. 
worfhip him who giveth all thefe things to 
his creatures ? ox whether thofe things, — 
which need the art of man to makethem, | 
and his continual care-.to preferve them, 
are fit to reprefent that Beimz, which flands 
in need of nothing? = « 

3. From his Jafinite Prefence, V.27,28. 
That they fhould feck the Lord, if baply 
they might feel after him and find him, 
though he be not far from every one of us: 


For. in -him we live and move and have our 


Being, One of the moft plaufible argu- — 7 


ments of Jdolaters inall Ages was, that by 
the help of sages they did reprefent the 
" object of tNeix woxfbip as prefent to them, - 

ae, 4  , fo 
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foas thereby to beput more in mind of him; 
and t0 excite their reverence and Devo- - 
tion s but S, Pawl tells the Athenians , 
there was no need of any fuch reprefenta- 
tions of Gods prefence', for heis not far 
from every one of us, for in him we live 
and move andhave our beings: and that — 
man who will not find God in thofe admi- 
rable effects of his Power, wifdom, and 
Goodnefs we carry continually about us, 
will hardly find hin inthe fenfelefs repre- 
fentations of wood and Stone: and he that 
will noc ftand in swe of him, as he governs 
the World, will hardly fear him, when he 
is fet forth in fhape of s maa, although 
_ he have a Thsaderboltinhishand. 
4 From the difparity between God and 
Images, V.29, For as much then, as we 
are the-offspring of God, we ought not to 
think ee he selbeed is ite te geld, or 
filver’, or flone graven by art or mans 
device, - Upon which words, Lorinus a 
Feast makes this paraphrafe, forafmuch 
as the Athenians following their ows Poets, 
do confefs, that we are the living Image 
_ _ of God, they ought to think that material 
Lapa Idols made by the art of men, which fat 
ct 7. v.29. far hort. of the perfection of Natare, are 
infinitely diftant from the. Divine Power, 
_ by which we obtain a dignity far above 
7 a the[e 


(363) 
the fe material things sand fince we cannot 
-expref{s this Image of God in us by anf 
lines, much le[s can.we the Divine Origi- 
nal, fo that it is the eroffeft ignorance to - 
affirms, that God can-dwell, or be included 
or worfbipped in or by their Altars 5 or 
Images, (for fo detubra muft be under- 
ftood by him if he {peaks pettinently, for 
although fometime it fignifies a Temple 
with more Images than one, yet Servins 57% i" 
withal faith, it fignifies 4 wooden Image,” 
and fo Feffus underftands it, which chings 
I am forced to explain; to prevent cavil- 
ling , for otherwife T.G. would havecom- 
plained of my perverting the fenfe of 
Authors, ashe hath done very unjuttly, as 
will appear in thisChapter.) But Lori- 
wus, after having: brought the - feveral 
places of Scriptare againft making any 
_dmare Of Gid, thinks to falve all by fay- 
ing , they are'to be underftood of {uch 
images, as reprefent. him to the life, (as 
though it were poffible for any todo it) | 
or uch which they worfbipped for'Gods, 
which .the Heathens utterly denyed, that 
_ they did. — Cornelins a Lapide, after feve- (ye 74> 
ral vain attempts, comakeout theforceof 
the Apoftles argument, at aft concludes | 
this to be its that fizce oar Sowl according | 
to which we are the offspring of God, cam- | 
- ; aot | 
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mot be painted, or reprefented in gold, fil- 
ver, or flome, being incorporeal and [pi- 
ritual ; much lefs can the Divinity be 
painted or reprefented by them, being a 


; . ij : ie . , ,™, 
ER. i tf pure Spirit , and the fountain of Spirits. 
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Eftius agrees , that this is the force of 
the Apoftles argument, from whence, he 
faith, be doth not infer, that. we ought not 
to think gold, filver, or ftone, to be Gods 


although he might have dose it (but to 
little purpofe) Jecamfe, faith he, be fpake 


to the Athenians, among whom were many 
Philofophers, learned and wife men, who 
did not with the Vulgar, think their Images 
to. be Gods, although they worfbipped them 
together with them ; but they believed 
their Gods to be reprefented by them, as — 
by their Images. If he {peaks of the.Ep:- 


 eareans, there is fome ground for it; for 


what De/ty. they acknowledged, they fup-. 
pofed to be «s-tf:coporeal, and of hu- 
mane fhape; but heis much miftaken, thae 
doth not account them rather Achesfs 
than Jdolaters ; and as to the other Athe- 
nian Philofophers, 1 fhall make it appear to 
be a grofs miftake, to fuppofe that they 
thought their Gods to be of humane {bape 
but of that hereafter. . 

_ The thing I now infift upon is, thac the 
Apoftle’s fhewing che difparity — : 

| | | Go 
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God and Images, is not meerly to drive out - 
the opinion of Anthropomorphitifm, but — 
from hence to fhew farther the folly of 
Idolatry, for if Images fall fo much fhore 
of the infinite perfections of God, there 
can be but this plea left, chat they are “ke 
to him, and therefore we may worthip 
God by them, for the fake of their refem- 
blance of him; now this the 4po/t/e fhews 
to be as vain and idle a pretence as any of ~ 
the reft , there being no wazner of re- 
femblance between the workmanbip of 
gold, filver, and ftone, and an Jefinite and 
Spiritual Being. a ee 
-§- From the neceffity of repentance 5 
and the confideration of a future judge-— 
ment, V. 303%. If all the poftle had 
_ aimed at, was only'to rectifie an erroneous 
conceit of the Athesians about the Divini- 
«ty being like totheir Images, he had taken 
away the force of his exhortation to re- 
pentance, from the confider ation of a judge- 
ment to come: becaufe fuch an erroneous 
conceit may poflefs men of innocent minds 
= free from Idolatry, ’ sa the cafe of 
the Afonks in Afpypt, of whom Epiphani-_.,, 
ws, and S. Auftin ork s and aa Ept- mis ee 
phanins {uppofeth to have been very harm- Aude 
lefs men, faving only their {eparation’*” “ 5* 
from the Church: nay, he doth not feem 
| to 
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0 apprehend any dangerous confequence, 
of theix opinion : which.we need not-won- 

_ Necephshifs dev at, if chat which Nicepborws faich be 
rea mes VES. that Epiphantus was an Anthro- 
pomorphite himlelf. And yet Epiphanius 
“43s well known to have been as great an 
enemy to Jwage-worfbip, and all kind.of 

| Idolatry, as any Perfon that.lived in.his 
' Age. The fame is obfervable of Ter- 
 tellian and Leifantinus, whereof the one 


ts sey connexion. between this opinion, 
La cr. and the practice of Zdolatry, or the worfbip 
feite7> of Images: and yetchere is altogether as 
good reafon why Ged fhould be worfhipped 

by an Jmage, on that fuppofition, as why 

Chreéft thould beby a.craciftx fince his Zs- 
carnation 5 which is:T. G’s great argu- 

ment on all occafions. Butchofe who 
{uppofed God to be/zke to men, might yer 

think ic unreafonable to worfhip Ged by 

2 the work. of mens hands, and if arbitrary 
reprefentation be.a fofficient .ground. of 

_ .worthip , then atvral would be much 

~ more fo, and confequently it-would be — 

‘more reafonable for men to worfhip one 
another, 
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"another, thanto worfhip Images: and all 


the fame diftinctions and pleafant evafi- 


‘ons would ferve for one, as well as chey | 


. do for the other, 7 


-- { defirenow to know of T. G. whether 
the Athenians were to blame only for this 
erroneous concett of theirs,in thinking the 
Divinity to be like their Images? Uf chis 
were all cheir faulc,(1.)I dare undertake to 
- prove, that many among them were whol- 
ly innocent, vz. thofe who followed the 
Schools of Plato and Zeno, befides thofe of 
the people, who took their dmages for 
Symbols of the Divinity, (2.) S.Panl 
takes very needlefs pains to make ufe of 
fuch arguments againft Image-worfbip , 
which do not fuppofe any opinion of fimi- 
litude between God andthe Jmage ; asthe’ 
incongruity Of Images tothe Drvine Power, 
Perfection, and rae se (3.) Why 
doth he call upon chem fo earzeftly to 
repent ? was it only of an evronens con- 
cett ? andthat of fach a nature , chat the 
argument made ufe of by him, to move 
_ them to repentance , was rather ape to 
confirm them in that cpinion, viz. that 
God would judge the world by that Man 
whom he hath appointed, Uf a Maz be 
appointed to judge the world, the manage- 

: ment 


d. 3: 


ment of which muft imply infinite wif- 
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dom and Power, what abfwrdity , might 
they fay, is it in us to fuppofe the Images | 
of men to reprefent God, as be is the ob- 
fed of set ? For if the humane na- 
ture be capable of usion to the Divinity, 
why mightitnot be fo united alwayes , as 
well as at the end of the world ? and if it be 


~ wnited, then that humane nature might be © 


reprefented in an /msage, and the Divine 
Nature honoured by worfhipping that re- 

refentation. “© Which being fuppofed co 
a lawful, the Apo/fles argument, lofes its 
force; for the tubtile Athensans might - 


~ eafily have anfwered S. Pasi, that there — 


‘was no more repugnancy in fuppofing God 
to have aflumed a humane body from 
eternity, thanthat he fhould do it fo late- 


- ly in Fadea; which being fuppofed, their 
.. defence naturally follows, for they could 


not be fo foolifh to imagine their wages 
to be like the Dévine Natare in it felf, 
but to that bumane body which was a/- 


fumed by the Divine Nature. And that 


this is no extravagant fuppofition, will ap- 
pear by this, thac feveral of the antienc 
Chriftian Writers had an opinion very 


_. like this, véz, that when Ged is {aid to 


bave made man after his own Image , it 
is co be underftood of chat bamane figure 
— and 


oo yey. 9 FL 
and Jbape, which God had then affamed, - 
which was the exemplar according to 
which man was created: thus Prudentius — | 
and the Asdiant are underftood by Peta- 7 eats bh, 
vins , and fome paffages of Tertullian ‘trtali, de 
look much this way: and duguftinus Steu- tists terns 
' chus Bugubinus a \earned but zealous Pa- “ie. sini, 
pift, contends for che neceffity of this opini- Exgeb. Caf 
on, becaulé man faw God walking, and ™??- 46 
heard him fpeaking in Paradife, and be- | 
caufe of che frequent appearances of God 
'- én humane fhape, mentioned in the old 

Teffament, And to confirm this , he 

-brings chat Verle.of Ovid, — 


Et Dens humana luftro fab imagine 
bCrras. as 3 | 


and chofe of Catullus, _ 


Prafentes namaque ante, demos tavifere 


 Caftas | a a 
Sapius G fefe mortalt oftendere seta, 
Calicolé, nondum [preta pietate folebants 


} 


and he fhews that the Fi@sons of Homer 
and the reft of the Poets, as to the Ap» 
eps of the Gods.in humane {bape, 
ad their true Origénal from hence, thas. 
God did at firft affume the patwre of - 
: | Bb Mans; 


av 


“OS2 argument again! the worfbip of God by 
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Maa, according to which man was {aid to 
‘be framed after the Zmage and Similitude 
CofGed.’ But. S.-Paul, although he afferts 
“the Zntarnition of Chrift, yet deriving the 


le the Divinity, - 


< 


be} 


we dght not to think, that 


0 He Godhead is'leke' to gold, dc, doth there- 


7 ww 


“ing to the drvine watike whichis the pro- 
" per-objedt vl Pager a proper 
‘means for ps to Worfhip God by : fo thac 
‘although ‘the' z#azes madeby men only 
‘feprefenr’ thé hprhane ‘ nature affumed by 
the Divine, yet becaufe the Godhead iy 
not like unto them, we ought not to wor- 


“e3 by “steach us $’ hat thar which is difagree- 


. $hip Godby ‘them. * - For” otherwife ‘the 


Athenians were meer Blockheads ( if it 
were lawful to worhip the divine mature 


of Chrift before an‘tmage of his humane, 


and to give the fame worfhip to one which 
Pelongs tothe other ) that they did not 
deny S. Pazls confequence ; ‘ For what 
‘if the Godbeadbe not like co our mages, 
-£8¢ doth not-falow, that we may lot give 
“chem divine wor{hip as long as God, hath 
“often, — in hamare thape among 
‘Cys, and we may give worfhip to the re- 
tirefentation’ of that‘ Nature wherein he 
ctappéared; ‘andthe {ame that belongs tg 
ee ee ee the 
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he firft thews to be asreafonable by many 
arguments, and then tellsthem, God now 
commanded them to repent, and adds the 
moft forcible motive to perfwade them'to 


_ it, from the proceedings of the future judge- 
‘ment. ee? _ ‘ 


Bac I have not yet done with 7.G.about 


1:G.p.348. this place. ‘Is itnot T. G. that, when he 


fo 3900 


fixed his foot, ashe faith, and deliberate- 


by enquired what the Supream God of the 


Heathens was, tells ns in plain terms it 
was the Devil, and an Arch-Devil; and 
this he doth, he faith, for Gods fake ? 
faith he fo indeed? And was this szknown 
God at Athens whom they ignorantly wor- 
foipped, and S.Paul declared, the Devil and 
an Arch-Devil?No: for here hegrants, that 
the Athenians thought the Divinity 10 be 
like their Images , what Divinity doth he 
mean? Surely, ‘not the Divinity of an 
Arch-Devil, But I fee, thofe that believe 


_ Lranfubjbantiation,are capable of {peaking 
_as well-as believing contradictions. * Yet, 


it is poflible 7.G.-may imagine that the 
Athenians meant one Divinity,and S,Paul 
another. So fome fay S.Pas/ plaid the so- 
phijter with the Athentaws, and when the 
true infcription was to the Unknown Gods ; 
he, becaufe ic ferved better to his pur- 
pofe, reads it‘in the fingular number , Hi 

: — $77e 
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the Unknown God. But as Cajetan wi'ely cajet, ix 
an{wers, the Authority of S. Paul affirming lo. 
there was {ach an In{cription, onght to be . 
valued above thofe who deny it, and faith 
he, éf there bad wot been any fuch , the 
Athenians who were by, might prefently 
have charged S.Paul with falfbood, in fay- 
ing he met with an In{cription to the Un- 
known God, when there was none fuch 
among them. Lorinusfhews from feveral Loria. in 
‘Teftimonies of S, Auftin that the Athe- 4 |, 
nians did worthip the true God : and that crifc. «29 
in cafe the énfcription had runonly in the idl ey 
plural aumber S. Paul had drawn a con- id. Pell 
clufion out of falfe premifes . whereas /-3 -345 
dfidore Pelufiota admires the irrefiftible - 
‘force of S, Pauls reafoning, being built up- 
on premifes, which are confefled by th 
Adverfaries 5 as he difputed with the 
Fews out of the Scriptures, fo he did 
— with che men of Athens from the é{cripti- 
on on one of theirown Al/tars. This be- 
ing chen taken for granted by S. Paw/,chat 
the Athenians did acknowledge and wor- 
fhip the true God, how come they to be 
charged with Jdolatry in worfbipping 
Images, if it be lawful to worfhip the 
true God by an Jmsage ? efpecially fince 7 
- their intention was,as Ferse faith exprefly, fob Few 
by their Idols t0 worfbip the true God. Pe ae 
| ‘Bb 3 €- | 
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befeech T. G. toreconcile this, if he can; 


‘with making Ydolatry to confitt ts taking 


images for Gods , or for the reprefentats 


ops of falfe Gods 3 for here was neither, 


and yet the Athenians were condemned 
for rdolatry ; and Ferus confefles 5 that 
thofe were Idols, whereby they defigned to 


 worlbip the true God, how tan that be; 


af actions pafs whither they are intended 3 


for bow can that worfbip be terminated 


on 4n Image, according to T. G's Divini- 


ty, which is defigned to pals through it to 


God? And shat the true God was meant 
by the Athenians, Corn. 4 Lapide faith, is 
manifest from hence that S. Paul was 
otherwife bound to fbew , that ‘t¥ 
was not the true God which they wor- 


(hipped , and to tell them who was the 


‘true; whereas here s.Pavl faith, be de- 
lived to thems the fame God whim they 


4gnovantly worlbipped, which had'been ve- 


vy unbecoming the fincerity and fatthful- 
nels of fo great an Apoftle 5 tm cafe he 
huew, they asd not worfbip the trae God 
when he told them they did: for this was 
at once to deceive, to flatter, to betray 


them ; and that in amatter, upon which 


the falvation of their fouls did depend : 


_ the Apoffie of the Gentiles; whole bufinels 


‘which of all perfons was moft unworthy of 


at 
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ir Was to tare men from {l 


~ 
. 
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to ferve the trie andlivt 

But 7. G. asks, to what p 
place was brought by me? (ik he ot 
uaderftand it before, Mhopeé, he will dog 


now: ) Except Lintended, he faith, the 
Readér to bélieve: the Papifts to be no. - 
wifer than thé Athenians. I wifhin this : 


eee ig hh 
vat puree é. this . 
k 


hédid’ not ® & 7-97 


(dels £0. God; y theft, 


matter they were a8 wife ; for ic were’ * 


better for chém to eect A/tars to anUln, — 


known God , than to take thofe abfurd, 
fcandalous , and horrible reprefentations 
of che Adyffervie of the Trinity : from 
whence forné. of the Autitriattarians have 
taken occafion to expofe that facred AZy- 
fterée to {corn and ‘contempt , and have 
publifhed a 200k ‘on purpole, ro ferforth 


the Images of the Trinity, which are pub- 


lickly feen and allowed in the Roman 
Chatch, But the Athenians, he tells us 
from 8.Chiryloftom were fo polfeffed with a 


wrone apprehenfion of the Nature of God, 


that when they beard S.Paul [peak of 
Anaftalis , they thought her to. b feme 
new Goddels. Tf théy-had'gone much far- 
ther, and worlhipped this Avaftafs | 
think the Athenians had done tio worfe, 
chan thofé who worfhip with folemn de- 
votion Sassts that néver were inthe world 
and after fo long a time of worfhip of 

a Bb4 = 8. Chri- 


rs ©.) ae | 

~§. chriftopher, and S. George, the wilelt 

-. among’ them cannot to this day tell, whe- 

* ther they were Saints, or Allegories: and 

- , MTG. pleafe, he hall cake Barontius his 

” Saint Synoris , to joyn with the Athenian 

Godde/[s Anaftafis; or if this will not content 

him, let him take other three Saints which 

More fecun- he ray find in fome old Litanies; of their 

nt ce Church, as I have done, viz, S. Faith, 

Litaniis, ©. Hope, and S,charity; all three daugh- 

_ ters of a grave Matron, called S. Sapien- 

tia; but which far-outgoes the Athenian 

devotion, every one of thefe hath an Ora 

pro nobis added to it , but what work 

would 7. G. have made with the poor 4rhe- 

nians, if they had cryed Sanda — is 

ora pre nobis? yet he may fiud as grals ab- 
fardities nearer home. | 


-¢.4. | Tnow come to the fecond place, Rom. 
~~ 1,21,233. in which 7. G. faith, aothing 
can be more clear, than that the Apoftle 
fpeaketh there of the Idols or Jusages of 
the Heathens; for after he had laid down 
the matter of fat which he condemned, 
yiz. that although they knew God, yet they 
did not glorifie him as God, but changed 
~ the Glory of the incorruptible God tuto an 
jmage made like to corruptible man, he 
adds alfo, And to Birds, and feurfooted 


Beafts, 
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Beafts, and creeping things, ( which words, 
he taith, were clapt under deck by me with 
an&c. becaufe they plainly declare what 
kind of Images the Apoftle meant ) and 
thenv. 25, tells us, that by [0 doing, they © 
changed the Truth of God into alye, and 
mahi ped and ferved the Créature ra- — 
ther than the Creator: which words, he 
faith, are fo plain, that Ibad no way to | . 
evade them, but by Jaying that the Apoftle 
_ Aifcourfed againft the Philofophers, and the 
Wifer Heathens: whim he proves from 
S. Chryfoftom, to have been guilty of the 
fame Idolatry with the people; and in- 
fiances in the Hgyptians, and Plato, and 
Socrates, who commanded aCock to be a 
‘fered to fA{culapius. For the clearing the 
fenfe of this place; we are to alee 
_1, Who the perfons were that S,- Paul 
{peaks off. 2. What he affirms concern- 
ing them. ic 
1.7, G, faith, the words are fo plain, 
that I could find noevafion, but to fay. that 
the Apoftle doth not difcourfe againft the 
moft grofs and fortifh Idolaters , but the 
Philofophers and the wifeft among them ; 
but doth T. G.. in good earneft call this 
an evafion? Was it an evafion in Caje- 
ten, when hefaith, S$. Paul here reproved Cajet. in 
‘the fin of the Philofopbers ; and eo lece 
< Pilon 
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‘Philofophers were they who detained the 
‘trath in anvighteoufiels : that the Philofo- 
“phers did either make, of worfbip Images, 
therefore. they changed the glory due to 

‘God? Wasit nothing but meer evafion in 

Vafquer it Vafquez, when hé faith , thé Apofile de- 
lets. figns 6 prove, that the Philofophers, both 
‘had the true knowledge of God, and hela _ 

Ei. inlesit in unvightedufnefs ? or in Effias, when 
he-faith ‘in plain terms, the Apoftle [peaks 

of the Philofopbers ? aiid inftanceth in P7- 

—- thazoras, Socrates, Plato, Ariftorle, Trif- 

— megift, and Seneca, who although they aid 
know the' trie God, yet none of them wor- 
{hipped him as they ought to do. I need © 

not mention S; As/tiz, whi in many places 

__ “Applyes this to the Philofophers, as appears 
sed. in loc. by Beda’s Commentary, when even the 
‘words of S. Ghry/offim thew this to be far 
enough from an evafion ; ‘what is that to 

the Philofophers ? . Marry, 1 anfwer,as T.G. 
tranflates him, that whut hath been [aid 

wnoft of all concerns them; but chis doch 

not fully exprefs his meaning, for his words 

are, wese duns? lv iv adres amdvrd nt epi 

pivay or as Come Copies read it wmriws, ald 

that hath been [aid doth moft of all com 

cern them, ox altogether , andthe Greek 
Scholiaff, faith, that it is plain S. Paul 

firikes atthe wife men among the Greeks, 

a and 
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and thofe who were like thén. ~ Origen 
faith; he [peaks of fome of the wife men of 
Greece. By thefé and many more Te/f- 
monies, if ic- were needful to heapthem in 
fo clear acafe, it appears fafficiently, thac 
this was nO‘evaffien of mine, but thenatu-- 
ral fenfe, which their own Commentators, 
and the Fathers agree in, 
2, As co what the Apoftle affirms of 
_ them, viz, that they held the truth in un- 
righteda[nefs, V.-18. i.e. faith the Greek 
 Scholiaft ; that they gave the worfbip of 
God to Idols s for the knowledge of God. ts 
truth, and the deceitfulnefs ‘of Idols is 
anrighteou[ne[s. Hear, faith Theophylad, | 
what it is to: detain the truth ik wnrigh- 
— teoufne fs, The Truth or the Knowledge of 
God is naturally put into all mens minds 
from the beginning , this knowiedge or 
‘trath the Greeks held in unrighteoufnefs, 
1,0. they did aH the injury to it they could, 
by giving the glory of God to Idols, ang 
both hereia follow S. Chryfoffom, who 
faith, they’ did it, by giving the glory of 
God to Wood and Stone, This the Apoftle 
afterwards inlarges upon, when he faith, 
that knowing God they did not glorifie him 
as God, neither were thankful, but became 
vain in their imagination, and their fool- 
afb heart was derkved. Profeffing thens- 
oO  febeves- 
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— felves to be wife, they became Fools, and 
changed the glory of the incorruptible God 
into an Image made like to corruptible man, 
and to Birds and fourfocted Beafts , and 
creeping things. And for the fenfeof this 
charge 1 am content to appeal to the judge- 
ments of the moft allowed Interpreters on 
both fides, that hat have not been parties - 
in the quarrel. They thought themfelves 
wife, faith S, Hierom or the Asthor of the 
Commentaries uader his name, 4s thofe 
that had found out , quomodo invifibilis 
Deus, per fimulachrum vifibile coleretur ; 
how an invifible God might be worlbipped 
| - vifible fe sa el which is the 
enfe of fimulachrum there ; for he fup- 
pofes the worfhip to be direted to the 
. invifible God through’ the Image , and 
therefore the Image could not be taken 
either for God, or a reprefentation of a 
 falle God; fothat xothing can be more clear 
(to ufe T, G's words }) according toS. Hé- 
_ erom, than that T. G. profelfing to be wife, 
doth thereby difcover his. folly, when he 
faith, that s. Paul (peaks of thofe whe 
took the Images themfelves for Gods; or 
wor hie the Images of falfe Gods. And 
the. Philofophers profeffing to bewife, did — 
become Fools, becau‘e faith S. Hierom, they 
did not. underftand that what is mortal 
4 | . ana 
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and corruptible, could have norefemblance 
to what is immortal and eternal, The — 
Greek Scholiaft faith, they became vain in 
their imaginations, when they would re- 
 prefenthimina Figure thathad none, and — 
comprehend him in corporeal Images, that 
was wholly [piritual ; not as though they-— 
were fuch Foods to think to fhut up Jufinity 
_ ‘wichini the bounds of an Image ; but to 
comprehend, thereis takef with relation co 
that reprefentation which conveys athing 
tothe mind: and fo he ufcth it a little 
after, they thoaght themfelves wife, be- 
caufe they thought they could comprehend 
every thing: and fo the mage was fup- 
pofed to be fach a fpecies as did convey an 
incellectaal Being to the mind.. The fame 
words are ufed by Theophylaté , which 
_ they both borrowed’ from S. Chryfoftom, 
_who condemns the Greeks for their folly, 
not. for comprehending, but for feeking a 
fpéritwal and incorporeal Being, in corpore- 
al Images. - And what can be more foolifb, 
faith the Scholiaft and Theophylad , than 
to Fall dovon before'stocks and. Stones ? And 
Origen doth exprefs the meaning of the 
— Apoftle in this place as fully as Ican de- 
fire, when he applyes all thefe expreffions. _ 
to thofe that had aright notion and con- 
ception of God in their minds, but gave © 
| | «divine 
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“the honour of the Retty, - And in tru oa 


the 4 poftles. fuppofition being allow 
that shete. Philofophers aid know. the. tr 
God; and his Eternal. Power. and Godhead; 


We matt ic -e them to be turned fark 


ftaririg Fools, that fhauld take the mages 
either of men or beajts to be Gods: but 
it is very agrégable to, the Philofe phers 
practice - and ‘opisions. to. give external 
worlbip x0: thefe. Images, when. they ia 


— the mean ‘time did. direct. that external 


mat to , the. hom ¢ of. -the ineih i 
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ec “will be made k ere sad by 4 di- 
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of Rome, I fhall therefore thew; 
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Serie At s itt which no exaG refem- 
— blance can be, underltood, bur {ome thing 


= oid 


" es C384). 
which is intended to reprefent another 
thing to-us, which doth not depend on the 

_ mature of things, bue the arbitrary infti- 
tution of men, as may be feen by che 
notes and charaéters of Tyro and Seneca, 
of which no account can be given, why 

they reprefent one thing rather than ano- 
ther, but only the. will of the Adaker of 
them. ‘Thus if men agreed that a Spear, 
aCymiter, aTrunk, a Mountain, a rude 
Stone, ot a, Pyramid {hould be fet up to 
reprefent the Deity to them which chey 
worlhipped, every one of thefe did there- 
by become the Jmage of that Deity. He- 

Had. 7g YOAOEMSs Solinus,. Clemens Alexandrinus, 

- ‘Soline Po Arnobins , and Ammianus Marcellizus, 

bit. all agree that the antient Scythians had 

Clem. Alex. - a. | ee , } 

in Prot, M0 Other Lmaze of a Deity among them, 

p- 29,43 but only a Scythian Sword, which Herodo- | 

Arnon. bus calls the Image of Aar's, and he faith, 

e033. they fprinkled the blood of the Sacrifice 

| upon it, Clemens Alexandrinus and Ar- 
nobias.téll us from Varro, that the antient- 
Romans worfhip ed a. Spear for Mars, 

Juft.t. 43. which is allo affirmed by Fu/tin, andthe 
Thefpians a Bough for Cinxia or Fano; 
‘the Jcartans an unbewsn piece of wood for 
Diana, the Samii a frame of Wood for 
Juno; the Peffizuntii a Flint for the Adother 
of theGods; which was carried bythe Roman 

. a - ‘Am- 


| BED, 
- Ambaffadours from Phrygia to Romesfaith. |. 
_ hivy; called Religinfa files by Claudine cand. ae 
The Arabians, an unpolifbed flone ; whith Repti Pio 
was fquare; faith Maximas.Tyrins, of alt 
black colonr, faith Swidaa;rpithous any fiape aiff. 38, 
or. figure upon it, four, foot bigh and frpy Sud. in 
broad, to. which they facxifice, ated fprinkle 6.3. 
the blood upon it. Exthymius charges sthie” Apne. : 
Mabusietans with Idolas.y for hilfing athe Eaton. th 
ome Bratthan; concerning whichy RAeK syibungit: 
have feveral fabulous traditions, ofits being?.25 .- 
One of the /fowes of Paradife, and commy | 
down from thence with sddam,, &c, which 
is placed in one of the :corners of' thé 
 Caaba, or Temple at Afecca, above.twa.i: 
cubits above ground, and.was ftolen from 
therice by the Karmatiani, hoping.to draw 
away the Pilgrims; but findingit. would + 
not do, they reftoredicto theinhabitants. = 
of Aeccatwenty years after, who knew it 
to be the genuine ftone, as they (gid, by.its' - . 
fooimming above waters which ourlearts =~ 
ed Dr. Pocock conjetures to have been dnerozosh nots 
of the Zdols of the old Arabs, as che 7 emple 44 fece . 
. oe ea S. ; bftoy. Aa 
at Adecca was one of their sdol-Temples 3 rab p.1193 
bute the A¢abumetans fay they worfhip: it | 
oucof arefpec to Abraham; as they do, 
ahother ffoze; wherein they fay are 
the foctfteps of Abraham to be feen;: 
at which they fay their prayers, as others: 
| "Ee | dd 


on 
. 


, fame complexion with the fone Brathan s 


ve. 1 Doad 4 
- * 7 =~ 
: Se ne, >See 
ws a 


Wo°at Loretto, before a Atadonnn of the 


.- \6f «which colour I fuppofe che fame: reafon 


.- 
' i 
ay 


“ wnay be given which the: Atahametans do 
Of the foae Bradihan, vit, that it came 
purely wittt ont of heaven, bat was turned — 
, black by the fins of the people. Such ano» 


ther. yded was Manah-or: Meneth, which 


“was of ald Worfhipped between Azeccaand 


-). 2 f0dind s whighche Arabick Writers call 
 ipegt, dR Peak: or B fone 3 and was probably as 


ps 99 


the fame athor conjedtures, the stent 
mentioned. Jf, 65.11. and Sead, which 
he deltribes. tobe an oblong ftome lying on 


_ Max. Tyr. the fore. The Paphians, Max. Tyriws 


abe 


faith, worfbipped Venws under the repre- 
[entation of 4 white Pyramid : and the 
Lacedemohians faith - Pasfanins, erected 
after the anvient cuffome, fever pillars to 
the. even planers ;-and the fame Aethor 


Pai, La affirtns it to have: been the asciezt cuftome’ 


conic. pe 
> | 03. ed 


——«Sylburg. ° 


Achaic.. 
pe 2286 


of all the Grecks to fer ap anpotifhed ftones 


- gaftead of Images, to the ononr of the Gods 5’ 


which .Teftimony is very confidérable, not’ 


only becaufe ic makesit the moft ancient, 


buc:.an Univeral Cuflome among the 
Greeks ; andnear-the Statue of Mercury, 
he faith, there were thirty (qaare flozes,: 
which the Pharti worlbipped, and gave to 
every one the name of a God, Pawfanias’ 

| ? - mecotions 


GR) 
mettions tiiany other fuch Jmsages remaiti- posr pot: 
ing in Gréece after the ancient Afode, as of 
Hercules in Beotia, of Cupid among the p 300. | 
‘Thefpienfes; of the Gracés among the OF- p.3o2, 
_ chomsenit, where he faith, the people wor-y.311 
{hip the frones which they believed to have 
dropt down from heaven. They wére 
wont, faith Hefychius, tohave Altars be- rdjch.o. | 
* fore the Doors tn the fafbion of a pillar, Ayuds: 
which was called “Ayyds , fome,iaich Har- Harpocr. 
poration, make thefe proper to Apollo,” * | 
others to Bacchus, others to both s thee ¢ - 
were common at Athens, as appears by the | 
Teftimonies of Cratinus, Menander and 
_ ‘Sophocles quoted by Harpocration, and So- | 

phocles, he faith, applyed that Athenian 
cultome to Troy, in his Laccoon, Adres 3 
"Ayyhs fois crc, whom Satdas follows. Suid. indi 
Stephanus Byzant, faith, the "Ayu were sph. v. 
Obekisks erctted tothe honour of the Gods, ayures 
for which he quotes Eupo/ts, It feems 
both Pyramids and Altars were called by 
this name among them, being both defiga- 
ed for the worfhip of their Gods’: andicis 
not improbable thofe rude Pyramids in 
_ York{bite, mentioned by Cambden, called cambdes 
the Devils bolts, and many fuch in Den- ” sad 
mark, by Olass wormins, hight be firtt ola, worn 
erected for the fame purpofe, this cuftome Mewm 
having been fo general. Peterdela Valle, ~*”” 

_ | Ges in 


| (388) 
— inhislate Travels in the Jadies, faith, that 
' - at Ahmedabad, there was a famous Tem- 
.. ple. of ssebadex, wherein there was no 
Viaggi. Other Image bucea little column of Stone; 
P:3- Letter. after a Pyramidal form, but ending at the 
So 1 5-P.307, ee | 4 
"top in a round figure ; which Aashadex, 
he faith, in their language fignifies the. 
great God, and after this fafbion, he faith, 
$416. tt is the cuftam of the Brachmans to repre- 
| feat Mahadeu, the like he obferves ac 
ii Gee Manel, .. Although that Author takes che 
1+ Be3 “liberty to call this an Jdof, I do not fee 
‘with what confcience T. G., could do it ; 
for an Jdol according to him doth fignifie 
%G.p.48; either 4 reprefentation of fome imaginary 
4% being, or in the utmof? [enfe, fomething 
which ws falfely cfteemed. and worflbipped 
_ & Gods but this Pyramtd co reprefent AZa- 
_ badex or the great God, was neither 2 re- 
prefentation of an imaginary Being, nor 
was it felf taken for God, and therefore 
wasno Jdol, nor the worthip givento God 
| by it Jdolatry : andupon his principles, the 
p61.  .Wworfhipof the Gioghi is very-juftifiable by 
| the Law of God, for this is not a reprefen- 
... , ‘tationby which men are in danger of be: 
- «. ing Anthrepomorphites ; buconly hath fome 
analogical and metaphorical fignification. s 
” and therefore it. is no difparagement to the 
. > s Deity co be thus reprefented. Thus it falls 
— . s our, 


‘ 


| (389) — 
out, as I forefaw, that T.G. could not jy. 
ftifie the practice of their own Charch, bur 
he muft unavoidably juftifie chae which is 
condemned by it, véz, the Heathen [ad?i- 
try, Butto proceed, Herodian defcribing 
the -Worfhip of 4lagabalus at Emefa in 
Phenicia, faith, that he had no kind of Heod.l. 5 
Image after the Greek, or Roman fafbion? "563+ : 
made by mens hands ; but a great ftone 
rouna at the bottom, leffening by - degrees, 


after the fafbion of aCone; and of ablackk °* | 


Colour, (like the ftone Bracthan,) which 
they fay, was not made by mens hands, but — 

fell down from heaven. It is great pity: | 
Gretfer had not put ic into his Book, de’ 
Insaginiius non manufattis , together with’ 

that of the Pefi#untitin Herodian , and of Herod. tr. 
Diana of Ephefus , and of the Graces 35 
among the Orchomenii 3 which were all — 

believed to bave come from heaven, as 

well asthofe mentioned by Gret/er,and the 
evidence is much alike for them all, and 

for the miracles wrought by them, Peter 

della Valle faith, thatthe Image of Maba- 

deh was.in great reputation among the In- 

dians for working miracles; and in ano- 
ther place he faith, there were per{ons. who Viaggi 
believid themfelves cured of fore eyes by” meee 

the Idols, and made their prefents of fil-'y 16. 

ver and golden eyes, and fome Fewels (as 
| Cc 3 they 


| (390) 
they do in other places on. o¢cafion of the 
-.. |ike miracles) And notwithftanding what 
_. ~ Della Kalle intimates of the bonefly of Ro- 
| wae Priefts in comparifon of the Gioght, 
in this matter of miracles,a man might ven- 
.~“ gurea great deal on their heads, chaethey 


+ yee. come behind none of them in any thing 


+ 
‘ 


_ hac tendsto deceive the people. © And J: 

do nor,at all wonder, that this Gentleman 

feeing their folemn proceffions in mighty 

numbers, in pilgrimage to certain places of 

devotion, dhould fo naturally think of the 

Id.p. 242, carrying of the Images of Saints by a Fra- 

ter nity in proceffion to: Loretto or Rome in 

the Holy year ; any-more than that feeing 

the tricks of Hamant or the holy Apes in 

the Judies, fhould bring to his:mind chofe 

he had feen plaid by fome creatures much 

of the fame kind in Europe, But leaving 

the confideration of Gretfers . divine 

Images to another place, I return to the 

ftone of Alagabalus, whereof there were 

Lampéd. more than one according to Lampridins, 

wh anit who faith, Lapides qui Divi dicuntur ex 
ab. os | : 

eee proprio Tem plo, ec. he took out’ of the 

Temple of Alagabalus the flones whech | 

were called Goas: where the great Criticks 

are ftrangely confounded by joyning this 

claufe.with that which follows of the 

Jmage Of Diana from Lavdiceg, and are 

<- very 
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very hard put toit, corell what-Jmage, and 


what. Laedecea this was-3 2 late Authog “#70? Pee 
fappofes chem. to be the faine wich thofe pape i 
fromes mentioned in Paufavias, and that i¢ 331 
‘was Laodices of. Achata which he meant ; 

but Triffam hath fhewn the true fenfle by Tite 
dividiag the claufes ; forthe /fowes mentic bifor. p, 
- oned before, had no relation to Lecdjcea, 324- 
ut tothe proper Tesspve of the Dety from 

whom Heliogabelas wok his name. . Sad Salmefia 
mafiue inftead of the lapides. gui Dive ds- pa 
cuntur, woud have it read lapides qui Viry Script, 
dicuxtor, alluding to the Batufia, which? 1 
-P balo By hlins Calls aAtdue tuduxss, the aus Prep. Ev. 
wated flanes, of which he ipeaks in his’ 1.4 to 
tranflation of Samchoniathons account of 

the Phawician Idolatry : and the-place 
agrees. well enough with it ; and they did 
-fappofe a more than ordimary presence of 
: God in thofe frones, for which reafon they Pocock.20te 
attributed Zsfe to them; and the Araby. %4,5"™ 
avs called themthe Daughters of God, be-  * 
“ing as it were infpired with /ife by.him, 

and believed ¢hac they could intercede -’ 

with Ged for them ; and therefore they . 

gave them, Divine Honour ; of Bi | 

fart, Allat, Alozza, and Manah, are men- 

tioned in the décerans; although fome: . 
. think’ sz to have been the Trank of 

a Free, which was worfhipped among the © 

“ C C 4 Ar a- 


6392.) : . 
Hotting.  ~tgktane Bern. de Rreitenbs : — 
bifhQritnt. Arabians, Bern, de Breitenbach faith, that 


p: 23%» called Camos, and the other white which 


| 23% 79% phoy-called Mercury , which two they went 


eee Lwpiee a year to “worfbip , and the proper 
2 Htésiof their worfbip, were {i the firft, 
» phe -cafting. of ftones behind them, and for 

- «phe other, burning incenfe, naked and faa 
ven sand not only the Arabs, but the Am- 

| pidnites.and Moabités formed is this wor- 
Bp: Afterwards. Mahomet finding thu 

| “wporfbip among them, which was before de- 
—° fiened to the Honour of Saturn aad Mars, 

_ ~  ‘Gontinues the cuftomes but turns the wor- 


) fbip-anather way, and plactd one of the 


‘ftones-inthe Corner of the Temple, and the 
“other be pitched-in the ground in the mid- 

vdbes and required of all perfons that came 

40 Mecca to kifs thefe ones, with their 

- << peads fhaven and their-backs naked, caft- 
tne frones backward. Petrus  Alphon{us 
tranflated out of Arabick a Conference be- 

-tween a Chriftian and a Saracen ; which 


_ VinRello- jg extant in Vincentius Bellovacenfts, 


ihe ‘wherein we have the fame account of the 
23. c.60.° worthip of the two ffomes, but, he faith, 
‘the’ cuffome came firft from the Nations of 
scat.de the: Indies which were called Xechiam, and 
Emend. — Albarachumay 2. e+ faith Scaliger, Brach- 
jusis, mands whe were wont to swrfbip thei 


c 


ee ©). 2 ee | 
Gods after that manner, by kiffing the cor- 
ners of ftones, and cafting them behind 
them, Maimonides {aith, that Markolis “sim. de 
was worfbipped by the cafting of ftones, iy. an 
and Cemoth by (baving the head, &c, Pocock. 
By warkolis many underftand A€erciry, 5,23 
but Eas Levita faith, be could find no thisbiy, 
fach worfbip of bim among the Romans, - 
but, he faith, it was the name of an Idol - 
svhofe peculiar worlbip that was, and was | 
believed to be an interceffour between 
them, and the Planet Mercury fromwhom i. 
the name was derived. —Buxtorf gives this. puxtorf. 
account of the figure of Atarkols, that it Lex: T!- 
was after this fathion, viz. two hage ffones Rules 
 flanding one againft anothers anda third , 
tying crofs over thems, covering the other 
two with one half of his bigne{s 5: which, 
he faith, the Rabbins called pin ny do- 
mum Kolis ; thence, be faith, that the 
Rabbins in Avoda Lara fay, that three 
fiones being placed after that manner are 
forbidden, becaufe that was the figure of the 
Idol Markolis.. ( What if our Stone- 
- henge were {ome fuch thing? for the ffones 
lye tranfverfely.uponeach other after this 
figure, which neither belonged. to a Ro- © 
man Temple, nor the Danifb Monw- 
ments?) Towards thefe ffones they were 
wont to cat flones, which wasthe proper 
Oo ! rite 


€ 394) 


rite of -worfbip belonging to Markel , and 


e * 
e- . ; 
. 


Sralig..de 
Emend. . 


ass ve into the Valley of Aten, or dkabab, 


is {till performed by the Pélgrimss to Ades¢a, 
but direéting cheir intention another way. 
This is done, -faith Scadger on thej Mount 
Arraphoth without Afécca, they caftchem 


—— pococbanets faith Dr. Pocock fram the -drabsck 


| in [pece Be . 
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writers, but they pretend to do it upon 
quite other grounds than the ancient /de- 
laters did; viz. inimitation of Abrabaz, 
who they fay, i that plece fent the Devil 


_ packing with 4 flome im his forehead when 


he came to interrupt him in the facrificeng 


of bis fom; others fay, they do it out of 
oppofitions to Idolatry, and in contempt. of 


-the Jdels formerly worthipped there. Buc 
maim. de the Fews (ay, that he that ufeth a rite pro- 


Wdol. Co’ 
felt. 7. 


: 


per te. Idolatrows werfhip, though by way of 
contempt, w guilty, and they-inftance parti- 
cularly in this vegy thing ; however che 


Makumetans, having looked over Arifto- 


= thre(hold, do know that afés go: nehi- 
ther they are intended, and for their 
parts, fice they intesd to knock the Devil 
in the head with the ftones they caft back- 
ward, the Devilis like to fuffer moft by 
this cuftome ; efpecially, if it be. erue 
which fome of the .dradick Writers: fay, 
that thofe fromes do-break the Devils back. - 
And whar harm can there be in king and 
Baas : wore 


— wworfbipping an Image, direct their wor- 


perfiition, as not to be able to diftingui[b 


- (395) i | 
worfbipping the flone Bratthan, as‘ long as 

they, pretend to honour Abrabame by doing 

ic’ Forchisis their pretence for it.in Da- 
mafcen 5 if relative worfbip be lawful, 1 te beg 
do noc fee, why the Atahumetans direc p.o41. 
ing their z#textionto the Godol Abraham, 
are in any greater fault, than thofe who: 


fhip finally. to Ged, buc after a relative — 
and inferiour manner, faffer itto fall upon’ 
the Jmage for his fake. But Damafcen - --- 
faich fomething farther, viz. shat they-p.ogte 
who. look more narrowly into this ftone (as. 
fome may fee farther into a ffove than 
others ) dofind the Image of Venus, which 
they cahed Chabar én tt ; to which Dr. Po--Pocorkinote 
cock an{wers from the Arabick writers, “2% ® 
that this is beth a miffzke of one flomefor 
another, andthatall che smpreffon in thar. 
{tone is as like the face of Venus, asa 
mans heels are like his bead, uniels, faith 
he, the Mabumetans be fo blind with [u- 


~- 


the head and fees from each other; for fo _ 

Abulfeda faith, it hath only the émprefios - 

of Abrahams feet 5 but granting they were 

miftaken, and that they could nor tell 

A brabams footltep from an ordinary Pzi- 
vims, yet methinks they fhould know 

ee difference between the foot of a man, 

| | and 


| (396) | 

and the fase of Vexus, And what reafon 

is there co fearch- for the figure of a face 

_ upon.a /foxe, when I have already fo fully 
proved it was the cuftome to worthip rade 

and sapolifbed ftones ; efpecially in thole © 

_  Eaftern parts, where the Betulta were in 
Sealig. fo much requeft, which many learned 
Fragm. men do fuppofe to have come at firft from 
ee 3% the ftone, which Facob anointed in- Bethel; 
feb. chron, and fet up for a pillar there, to which the 
pac Jews fay, theCaxaanites afterwards gave 
Gencagig.Uvine worfbip ; and that from hence came 
Vofiu, the cuftome. of worfhipping -fuch fones, 
See. and the wame of them, Which makes 
Bochart, the conjecture of Bochartws very probable, 
| pemar that Sanchoniathos had written maw), 
"" which the interpreter miftaking but one 
Jetter read mwas, and fo rendered it Asses’. 

_ twlixes animated ftones, which was no- 
‘more than asvinted flomes : which cuftome 

chm, Aley, 8 Azoiasting flones for worthip, among the 
Str. 1.7. Heathens, is mentioned: by Clemens Alex- 
Minut. Fe andrinus, Minutius, Apuleius and others. . 
inet 2S. Auguftia hath a patlage very obfervable 
p.22. to our purpofe concerning Facob, viz. that 
Aen Fle he did not anoint the fone at Bethel after 
~- ‘Theopbraft. the cuftome of Idolaters, as if he made 
ert it aGod ; for, {aith he, be did not worfbip 
Aug.de the fone nor facrifice to it ; where we 
civ. “A not only find this cuftome of saa i 
Se - bue 
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but che meaning of thac phrafe in the Fa: 


thers of taking sheir Images for Gods, by. 
which they meant no more than what 
S. aguftin here explains it by, viz, giv- 


ing divine worlbip to them, Damafcius, = 

-in Photius, mentions many of thele Beta- aires 
242. pe * 

Cor 


tia, that were feen by Afclepiades.on Mount. 


Libanus near Heliopolis in Syria 3 of which, ~ 


he (aith, forme. were confecrated to Saturn, 
athers.to Jupiter, others tothe Sun. . 


4 
a 


 MaximusTyriwas fhews at large, that fimi- Maz. Tyii | 
Litede to the Deity was not regarded tn the 4f- 38+ 


things they gave divine worfbip to,and look- 


ed on as fymbols of the God they worfbipped ; 


thus they gave divine honour to-fountains, 
frees, topsof Mountains, and Mountains 


£45emfelves ; asthe inhabitants of Weft-Bar- ripan, 


bary worfhipped Adount. Atlas; and the 
Cappadociansjthe Mount Argeus,and others 
Mount Cafius ; and {o Carmel is called in 


Comment. 
biftor. Tom. 
2 e ? e 3 I Se. 


- 


Suetonius the God Carmel : and that Philp: Sutton. ia 
fopber makes it an arbitrary. thing, what Viefpaf.cise 


kind of reprefentations of the Deity men 
make ufe of, as long as they are defigned 


‘t0 put them in mind of God, and are wor- | 


[hipped with are{pect tohim. Fhe ancient 


Celtz, he faith, bad xo other Image of 
Jupiter but agreat Oak. The Lacedemo-. 
ans had {ome ancient Images of the Dio- 
fcsri, which they called: dézzra, — 
. | - faith 


——— Te — 


Zo G. f-75- 


Plat. de 
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faith P/atarch, were nothing elle, dat two 


frat. amore pieces of tinsber lying at an equal diflance, 


p+478- 


with two others laid cro{s over them 5 from 


Euftath. ad Whom Eu/tathins repeats it. And Tacitus 


lliad. ® 


“Tacit. de 


NG iD. 


faith, the old Germans had ho Images of 
their Deities of any humane figure ; and 


Gin. 9. that they attributed: the names of their 


Gods to their Groves :. for they had as 
Claudian exprefies it Rebota, numin In- 


fear. TG. faith, # a evident from Taci- 
ras bimfelf, that they-had other Figures 


| and Symbols tn their confecrated Groves ; 


atehouph. they bad not any in the likene/s 
of men, betaufe they thonght them unfuita- 
ble to the CAlcftial Deities ; but Idefireco 


_ beinformed by him, 1. How other figures 


. come to be a lefs difparagement to. the 
0 Deity, than himame fipares 2 Did they in- 


_ deed chiak it Jets. difhonowr to God to be 
ikea baat, or a plant, or acockboat than 


to bélike athate. Did they who thought 
+ * che Zaxges -of men (6 much. below their 


Gods, take the others to be more'agreeable 
to chem ¥ 2. How doth Tacitus make 


_ itappear, that they had other Symols and 


Figures in the confecrated Groves? It is 
true that he faich, part of the Suevi did 
feerifice to Vis, but, he faith, this was « 
foreign Religion, and he kwows not how it 
came there, but-he ws {ure by the Figure it 

- 4 | Wis 
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wast foreign P and doth this prove, that © 
the Retigion of the Germans did allow of | 
Jmages, becaufe a Religion was known to 
be foreign, by its mage? But thisis the  —s, 
very quinteilence of ingenuity, when he _ .. 
hath had no more to fay againft this Te- . 
ftimony, and not a word apainft atiy of 
the reft, toconclude after this fafhion, His — 
other citations I took upon his werd. without 
examining them (which! hardly také upon - 
his word, finding him: fo ready to ¢avil 
upon the flighteft occafion ) azd the Rea- 
abr may guels by this out of Tacitus, whe- 
ther tt be not likely I did him akindne[s — 
init; whichI am conttat co leave to thie | 
Readers Ingenuity, © co | 


Weare certain ie was the euftorie both 9.6, 
of the Germans and Gauls, as well'as other’ 
Nations, co worfhip not only fomes and 
fountains, but Trees, Pliny faith in gene Pin, rai, 
ral, that Trees were looked on as Temples te 
of the Gods ; and that the people did nop - 
more worlbip the Images of Gold and Ivory, 
| than they did the Groves, and the fame 
| Qutatrilian faith, efpectally of Aged Oakes. Quint. b; 
Curtias faith, the Indians accounted all pas a 
things Gods which they worfbipped, efpeci~ = 
ally Trees, The Council of Carthage 
mentions the remainders of Idolatry in” 

_ ; Groves 


a 
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role l. Ie 
: fit. de Rg er agate a ois ’ 7 . 

1.7; tite feverely punilbed if they did: not difcover. 
236% thofe who did aut arbores, aut fontes, aut 


NERS _conftitution. of Lwitprandus, again thofe . 


—-38.nt. that did worlhip 4d .arZarem atquead fon- 


Dom. 2%. we find this, cuftome, continued among 
pol in many called Chriftians, to pay their vows 
" < boforé certain trees, and to fay their pray- 

__ ers at.Foungains 3 tor which he charges 
7". them. with Zdolatry ; whichtrees,; he faith, 
Ls af they fell, they would not take & ftick of 
them to burn, whereby.they give honour to 

a dead Tree, and contems the precepts ae 


Pat a Te 
the living God. ~The twelfth Cowncil of coneyl. 7 
Toledo produces thé fecond Command. it 1% 
sent, andthe other fevere prohibitionsof © | 
Idolatry againtt chis practice. The fecond (ordre 
Councilof Arles hath a Canon againft the 7"? 
Bifbops, who fuffer any fuch Trees or Stones — | 
to remain in their Diocefes: thefamehath. _ 
‘the Céuncil of Braga againit Presbyters, Conc. Brae 
The fectind conneil of Touts charges the “3%? 
 Prieffs co excorhmuhicate thofe who did — 
thele chings : Le Cointe by the Stones un- Antales — 
derftands the Boundaries, ac which the iit 
_ Heathens Bid celebrate the Terminalia, 4. Dd. 566: 
bac withotic any b/dody facrifice, as he ™ 5" 
proves from Diony{. Halicarnaffews, and 
Plutarch, The Sywdof Auxerre forbids Synod. Ax- 
- Chriftians paying their vows either before pits 96. 
holy. Trées, or at Fountains, The Council c.3.° 
OF Mantes commands the cutting down all Conel. 
, si aes: Bete 
. fach Trees; and caftiny away the oo 3 A.D. 66: 
and that all people be told what a areadful &20- 
fin Idolatry w, and that he that worlbips 
Trees and Stones, denies God andvenounces 
his Chriftianity , with a great deal more 
to chat parpofe 3 and yet all this while 
thefe men pretended to be Chriftians, and 
to direét the intention of their worfbip. 
aright ; which I befeech T. G. tw obferve; 
for all che faule the Co#aci found with 
them was, that they did thofe things be- 
Je 2 _» Dd  Oftre 
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fore Trees and Stones which ought to be 
done only in the Church, viz, making their 

. oblations and faying their prayers... And 

| card in the Canons of Eligtus, this is one, Nullus 

Franc.  Chriftianus ad fana, velad Petras, vel ad 

A.D.639. Foxtes, vel ad Arbores, aut ad Cellos, vel 

a per trivia, luminaria faciat, aut Vota red- 
dere prafumat. Where we fee thefe 
Canons did re{pect. Chriftians ‘and not Jx- 
fidels ; and feveral of chem are inferted in 

he the Collection of Canons by Burchardus and 

Jo,32.” Regino: now I defire to be refolved by 

Regino de T.G. why it isnotas lawful to fay ones 

ree , prayers in a confecrated Grove, or at a 

1.¢. 300. Fountain, or before a Stone or Pillar, as 

: Heras before a comfecrated Image ? Hath God 

38. only forbidden Groves and Statues to. be 

-- _ worfhipped, and not Jmsages at all ¢ Nay, 
one would think, thac atthe fame time he 
had forbidden the one, he had Commanded 
the other ; when we fee how fcrupulous 

— thefe Fathers were in the former, and how 
much the practice of devotion in the Ro- 
man Church, where itis openly and pub- 
lickly allowed, confifts in the other. 
Surely a man is not more apt tochink God > 
to be likea Tree, or a Stone, chan to the 
Image of a mans andif this argument of 
fimilitude fignifies any thing, it tends to ju- 
ftifie thefe practifes, condemned by fo ma- 


Dy 
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ny Cowncils s andto condemn ‘the worfhip 
of Jmages in the likenefs of men, which 
T.G. endeavours to juftifie.: And to Ice 
us fee, how general this kid: Gf worfhip | 
was among the Heathen Idolate?s, I fhall . 
- conclude this difcourfe with adouble Tes ° 
ftimony co this purpofe. © Thé one of Déo 
Chryfoftome, who faith, the generality of Dio chry- 
the barbarous ‘Nations, called -Mokntains( fof ane 
Trees, and Stones by the name of Gods, i.e: 
as the Greeks and Romans did their Images, 
to which they gave divine wirfhip.. The .. 
other of Acoffa, who faith, the Indians Acoftz Nx 
worfbipped Rivers, Fountains, Rocks, or © 
great flomes, Hills and the tops of Atoun- frory of hese 
tains, which they called Apachita’s, and alf indies los. 
things in Nature which feemed to have’ . 
fomething extraordinary inthem: 


2. The ' Heathens worlhipped fuch’ 9. 7. 
Images, as had fome fbape and Figare, 
buc ic wasnot of any real being, but only’ 
Imaginary, This Thave fo little reafon 
cogo about to prove againit 7. G. cthathe 7 G.p.48- 
defires me, to take notice, that the Heathens 
(.as Origen; Hom. 8. in Exod. 20. and 
Theodoret q. 38. in Exod. tells us, nihen, 
they expound the fecond Commandment ) 
had two forts of Images , fome of which 
were purely figments or filtions of their 
se Dede own 


Se i eS 
i . 
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own brain; made to reprefent what had no 
éxiftence but in their own tmaginations, as 
Sphinxes;Tritons, Centanres, andthe like ; 
and others. which were made to reprefent 
fuch things, ahad a real; and fubftantial 
Being in the world, as the Sun, Moon and 
Stars, 8c. which they efteemed and wor- 


| fbipped ae Gods. \thall not now difpute, 


whether the Zdo/s forbidden in the fecond . 


Commandment, be only. {uch reprefentati- 


$. Hieron. 


ons ; mor whether sphinxes, and Cen- 
tanres be fuch imaginary Beings, (for 


vit. Pauls, about the latter S. Hierom is uncertain ; 
p. 238. tdeand a Sphinx is nothing but. an eAithio- 


Froven. | 


Philoftorg. - i re 
-faw;)) but that which E.infift upon, in 
... this place, is, that. this fort of Jmages was 


bift. l. Ze 


: 


‘plan Ape, fuch as Philoftorgins faith himfelf 


not Certainly anlawful on the account of 
fimilitude to the Deity ; and thofe who 


_ thought fo.werenot Jdolaters, but Atheifts ; 
"= forthen they thought thac to be like @od, 


which was like to Nothing. And if the 
Athenians hadany {uch as thefe, (as chey 


- .wereas good atChimeara’s as other people ) 
S. Pauls argument would not reach to 


them; and ic feems §. Pas miftook his 
point: for he, good man, thought he had 
been talking againlt Zdolatry at Athens ; 
but ic was notuch matter ; for faith T. G. 
he talked aaainft fuch Images as were 
. : : = proper 
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proper likeneffes and reprefentations of the 
Divinity; now the Divinity certainly is 
a Real Being ; and Idolatry is the worfhip 
of Idols ; but an Idol, faith T.G, ws a re- 
prefentation of antmaginary Being , there- 
fore thofe Jmages S, Paul {pake againft at 
Athens were no Idols 5 and confequently 
S. Pasi doth not prove the Athenians 
guilty of sdolatry. But of thele things 
more at large when I come to the fecond 
Commandment. a 


3. They had artificial Images of real 9.8, 
Beings; in the Likenefs of Men, Andt — 
fhall now fhew, that even thefle smages 
were not &t up or worfhipped among the 
Heathens, becaule they fuppofed the Gods 
to be /éke them. For which, in the firft 
place I fhall produce this remarkable Tefti- 
mony of Cicero, where he anfwers the Epé- 
curean argument for the Gods being of. bu- 
mane form, becaufe men are wont to re- 
prefent them fo 5 Qués tam cecas, faith he, De Ns 
in contemplandis rebus unquam fuit, ut A ie = 
non videret {pectes iftas hominum collatas 
in Deosgaut confilio quodam fapientum, quo 
facilins antmos imperitorum ad Deorum 
cultum a Vite pravitate comverterent ; 
| aut Super ftitione, ut effent fimulachra, qua 
Venerantes, Deos ipfos fe adire crederent ? 
; S d 3. Who 


o 


— Jike them, and whatthen® may they noc, 
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Who was. there ever fo blind in the judge- 
ment of things, as not to fee that the Fi- 
gures of men are attributed to the Gods, 
either bythe advice of wife men, the eafier 


to draw rude and wicked people tothe wor- 
foip of them 3 or out of {uperftition, that 
when they worfbipped their Images, they 
mizht believe they approached to the Gods 
themfelves 2. Where we obferve, that 
thefe words .are brought to difprove the 
Epicurean opinion of the Gods being like to 
men ; and he undertakes to give an ac-_ 
count how they cameto be reprefented in 
humane fhape, although they were not 
like toit: viz. 1. To make the sotion of 
God more familiar and eafie to rude and 
barbarous people, that knew not how to 
conceive of him, and therefore neglected 
his worfhip, which is all one with making — 


them Books for the égnorant Laity. 2.To . 


excite their devotion, that when they made 


their addrefles to thefe Zmages,. they might 


believe they-made them to the Gods them- 
felves, And according to. T. G. what 


harm wasthere in all this 2 provided that 
‘thefe were declared not to be profiler /zke- 


neffes of the Deity ; and fo we fee they 


were, by their beft and wifeft men. Bat 


the people might. imasine the Gods to be 


do 
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do the fame in the Romas Charch, and 


with as good reafon? when tifey fee God 
painted like a Pope, with his Crows and 
Pontifical Veftments , may they not as rea-- 
fonably think, thac as the Pope is Gods’ 


_Vicar on earth, Godhimfelf is the Pope in — 


Heaven. IF they fay they take care ‘the 


_ people be better informed: not too much 
_ of that neither ; buc did not Cicero and 
others do the like by the Heathens? who 


argued againft the folly of fuppofing the 
Gods to be like men, and derided the Epe- | 


_ chreans for afferting it ; as men that nei- 
cher underftood the nature of Gods, or 
Men. AndCicerointhe fame place is fo 


far from looking on this practice of wor-- 
fhipping the Gods in Images of humane 2% 


shape as Univer fal, chat he confeffes it to 
be almoft peculiar to the Greeks and Ro- 


mans, and faith, that the Epicureans who 


. did affert the Gods, to have the members... 


of mens bodies, bat made no ufe of them, 
did only droll, and in words affert 4 Deity, 
whith in Truth they denied. Maximus 
Tyrins debates the cafe about the feveral 
ways of reprefenting God ; andalchough he 


ther onr words be exprefled in Phenictan, 
_ or Ionian, or Attick, or Aigyptian Cha- 
racters, they being all intended only as 

| Dd4 . helps 


Max. Tyr. 


makes the manner as indifferent, as whe- air 33. 
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helps to our underftandings and Memories, 
and as far diftant from the Deity as Hea- 
Ven from Earth ; yet, he faith, they are 
wfeful to the duller part of mankind, who 
like Children are taught to read and un- 
derfland, by thefe broader characters ; 
which are intended only as a Manuduttion 
to them ; yet, he prefers that which he 
calls the Greek way, of reprefenting the 
Gods with the moft exquifite art in humane 
Figures ; but he doth ic fo timoroufly, 
that he only faith, ¢t ss not unreafonable ; 
not that he imagined the Gods tobe like 
thems but only becaufe the Soul of man 
comes neareft to God; and that habitation 
which God had chofen for a divine Soul 
feemed the fitteft to be a Symbol of the in- 
vifible Deity, But he does not blame the 
other Nations which made ufe of other 
wayes of reprefenting the Deity ; which 
he muft have done, if he hadthoughe the 
Greek Images the ‘proper lkeneffes of God ; 
for although he difputes againft the Perfi- 
ans and CAteyptians, yet he concludes all 
at [aft with chis faying, whether men wor- 
[bip God. by the art of Phidias, ss the 
Grecks, or by the worfbip of living Crea- 
tures, as the Egyptians , or by the worfbip 
ef Revers, er of Fire, as other Nations, I 
condemn not the varicty ; let them only 


. under fland | 


‘ 
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underftand and love, and remember his 
whom they worfbip, Qéer eis srbpuiv tsw pbvor, 
g.€, in T.G’s Tranflation, let amanonly | 
direct his intention towards God, and then 
withont doubt the actions. go whither they 
are intended. And upon thefe grounds 
none of the Heathens were to blame in 
the worfhip of, Zmages, provided they 
looked on them only as Symbols, or Ana- 
logical xeprefentations of the: Deity, as 
Maximus Tyrius faith they didy and di- . 
rected their worfhip towards the. Supreme 
Being, ashe advifeth them allto do. For, 
faith he, God who «the Father and Maker 
Of all things, elder than the Sus and Hea- 
| ‘ver, better than. Time, and Age, and all 
Fluid things, a Lawgiver withont-name, 
that cannot be exprefjed with words, or 
feen with eyes 3 whofe effence being incom. 
prehenfible by us, we make ufe of all helps 
from founds and words, and living Crea- | 
tures, and Images of Gold, and Ivory, and 
| Silver, and Plants, and Rivers, and Moun- 
tains, to bring us to the Conception of him: 
and becaufe of our weaknefs, thofe things 
‘we account good we attribute to. him, as 
overs ufe to do, who delight iz any repre- 
fentation of him they love , and behold 
with great pleafure, the harp, or the dart, 
or the feat he fate upon, or the place he ran 

thy 
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in, and whatever brings him to mind 
‘What need [fay any more concerning Ima- 
ges? Let God only be in the mind. Isnot 
this a Vindication of Heathen Idolatry, to 
+T.G'shearts deftre’ For, faith T. G. Zs 
not. an honour to the King to kifs his Pi- 
hure ? And the very light of nature 
teaches that the honour or difbonour done 
to a pitiure, or Image, reflects upon the 
per{on reprefented by tt. Now, faith 
| Max. Fyrius, we look upon Images, and 


| Frees, and Rivers, and Mountains bat as 


_ Salian, 
_ oper P+339- 


. 


fo many imperfect pictures and. reprefen- 
tations of the Deity $ but although they do 
not come near his beauty, yet we honour 
thems for the (ake of him whom they repre- 
feat; wherein we do but as great lovers 
do, we kifs the footfteps where he trod, 
we embrace, admire, and value things as 
they reprefent him, and bring him to our 
minds. And is there any thing more na- 
tural thanchis 2 For est not an honour to 
the King to kifs his pitture ? or, as the 
Emperour Fulian more elegantly exprefles 
IC, Oszs BY grrobanrds ndtos seg TY 73 Bao 
rics eixive, &c. He that loves the King, 
‘takes pleafure in feeing the pitture of the 
King, hé that loves his child, loves a 
reprefentation of him, and fo doth he that 
loves bis Father ; even fo, faith the dewout 
a Em- 
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Emperour Fulian by the meer light of Na- 
ture,every one that is grox@-, 4 Lover of 
God, loves the reprefentations of the Gods, 
and bebolding their Images doth fecretly 
car and reverence them, which although 
invifible themfelves do behold him, 
Wherein we fee how admirably Fulian 
and 7.G. have hit not only on the fame 
principle of nacure, but the very inftance, 
and almoft the very fame expreffions: It 
{eems, this great man did wot corrupt bim- 
elf in thofe thingshe knew naturally, buc 
-purfued: the light of Nature towards the 
Defence of Pagan Idolatry ; making the 
worfbip of Images apart of Natural Relt- 
gion; as T.G. doth, But what fpight is 
this, for me to mention Julian and T. G. 
together ? whereas it 1s well known that 


Julian wes againft Invocation of Saints, — 


and called that as great. Idolatry as the 
Heathens, as T.G. notably obferves againft 
Dr. St. But forall this Fa/sex, chough.an 
Apoftate, and greatenemy to Chriftianity 
wasa fhrewd underftanding man, and found 
out the very fundamental principle of 


the worship of mages, and refolved it in- 


tro che Light of Natere, as T.G. doth. 
Bet Julian [uppofed thefe Images to be pro- 


per Likeneffes of the Gods, and confequent- - 
ly. the worfbip of them’ as fuch w con- 
eB 3 | demncd: 
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demned: no {uch matter Taffure you, . F4- 
lian was amore Orthodox man than fo, -he 
was no follower of that damnable here- 
tick called Anthropomorphus -( for fo I find 
him in an ancient Catalogue of Hereticks; ) 


» Gonnad. de Fulian detefts that opinion, and calls the 


dogm. Et- 


” Gods dvadies 0 doymanses, without any cor- 
- poreal figure, or foape ; and therefore he 


propofes. the objection of a Chriftian 
againft him, how it could then be proper to 
make any corporeal Images of them? why, 
to that, faith Fulian, J anfwer, the Images 


of the Gods are placed by our Anceftors, as 


Signs and Symbols of their prefence, not. 
that we fhonld believe them to be Gods, 


but that we fhould worfbip the Gods by 


giving Reverencetothem. For, we living 


in the body ought to give them a worfbip 


fuitable to our corporeal fate, dooparu Ki cinv 
dvjot.; but they are incorporeal, Sothat Fa- 


Lan didnotlook on Jmages as the proper 


likeneffes of the Gods, but as ancient and 
venerable Symbols of their prefence 
in winch, be faith, all Nations of the world 
were agreed, and in all Ages. Wherein 
he lafhescoo far ; but that is at leaft bue 


a venial fin, to ftretch a little for the fake 


of fo goodaCaufe. And Fu/ien was not 


fingularin this opinion of his, of the fir- 


nels of corporeal Images, although the 
oa | a Gods 


wanlachra [pecie bominis fecerunt, hoc vi- 
_ deri fecutos, quod mortalium animus, qui 
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Gods were not like them for Varro was of 


the fame-mind, who gives this account of 


the firit defign of making the Jmages of = 
the Gods like to men, Quorum qui fi- ee 
iv. Dei, 
ls a6 te $e 
eft in corpore humano, fimillimus eft im- 
mortals animi, &c. that the foul of man 


‘was moft like the Deity: and men made 


Images like to their Bodies, juft as if a 
Wine-veffel were put in the Temple of 
Bacchus to reprefent him, intending there- 
by toreprefent firft the wine, which fbould 
be inthe Velfel, andby the vine him that - 
u the Godof Wine: fo, faith he, by mages 
of mens [bape they fienified the Soul con- — 
tained within the body, and by the Soul 


! they reprefented God ws of the fame Wa 
‘bere, viz, the Soul of the world,  Porphy- 


rie {uch another good Catholick as Fuljan Enfcb. | 


_ Was, in this point of the syor{bip of Images, P7«h E 


- between the Shape of a Afan,and the Wa- 


=_—s 


ture of God, but he gives this account of | 


| reprefenting the Gods in Figures like to 
| MCA, Hy dv Sgerrocidtis ih) dverdaey Tis Oris, or 
| Aopxdv 7 Odov, They made the Gods like to 
| Met, becaufe the Divinity ws a rational 
| Being ; and withall, ‘he faith, that many 


were wont to reprefent himby ablack ftone,> 
ot tO | 


- dothnot in the leaft fuppofe any fimilitude at Lh Be 


pe 211i. 
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to fbew that he, is invifible. Dio Chry- 
foftome at largé debates the cafe about 
Images, inhis Olympick Oration ; where- 


 piechr- inhe firft fhews, that all men have 4 na- 


Sef. nee tural apprebenfion of one fupreme God the 
Father of all things, that this God wasre- 

_ prefented by the Statue made by Phicias 

of Jupiter Olympius, for fo he faid, 

map @ viv iousy, before whom we now are; 

and then defcribes him to be the King, 

Ruler and Father of all both Gods and men, 

this Image he calls, the moft bleffed, the mof 
excellent, the moft beautiful, the moft be- 

p. 206. loved Image of God. He faith, there are 
fosr wayes. of coming to the knowledge of 

\ . “God, By nature, bythe inftructions of the 
Poets, by the Laws, and by Images : but 


_poczon neither Poets, nor Law-givers, nor Artif 


cers were the beft Interpreters of ‘the 
Deity, but only the Philofephers voho both 
underftood and explained the Divine Ne- 
ture moft truly and perfectly. After this, 
he fuppofes Phidias to be called to account 


— p.20g = for making {uch an Jwage of God, as wn- 


worthy of bim ; when Iphitus, Lycurgus, 

and the old Eleans, made none at all of 

parc. him, 49 being out of the power of man to 
— exprefs his nature ; to this Phidéas rc 
plies, that no man canexpre(s mind and 
underflanding by figures, or saci asd 

. - | . there. 
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therefore they are forced to fly to-that in 
which the foul inhabits, and from thence 


they attribute the feat of wifdomand Rea- 
_ fonto.God, having nothing better to repre- 


feat him by : and by that means joyning 
power and art together, they endeavour by 


| fomething which may be feen and painted, 


bo reprelent that which w invifible and tn- 


*e: ee oe — am 


M 
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_ exprofible, But it may be faid, we bad bet- 


- ter then have no Image or reprefentation 


of him at all ; no. {aith he, for mankind 
oth not love to worlbip God at a diftance, 
but to come near and feel him, and with 
Aljwrance to facrifice to him and crown 
im. Like Children newly weaned from 
their Parents, who put out their hands to- 


. wards them in their dreams as if they 


Tome 


( 


i 


U 
y 


were fiill prefent : fo do men ont of the. 
- fenfe of Gods goodne{s and their relation 
, to-him, love to have him reprefented as 


prefent with them, and fo to converfe- 


, withbim: thence have come all the repre- 


. fentations of God among the barbarons Na- 
. tionsin Mountains, andTrees, and Stones, 
} , . . 

. But if the quarrel be, that Ihave givena 
| 
humane [bape to him; for that, faith he, 
the Poets are much more to blame who be- 
_ g4n thofe things, efpectally Homer who 
_ compared Agamemnon to God én bis head. 


i 
" 


and eyes: but for my flatue, no man that 


“% 
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$s mot mad woald compare it to a mortal 
man, much le{s to the perfection of the 
Deity :-.and (0 Dioproceeds with agreac 
| deal of eloquence to thew, ow the. repre- 
_ fentation of God by bs Image was more 
. decent and becoming God, than that which — 
the Poets had made of him : and how be 
had endeavoured by the utmoft of hu skill 
to.reprefent the perfections of the Divine — 
_ Nature in the admirable workman|bip of 
his Statue, as to his power, Greatnefs, and 
Good Willto. Mankind 3 and. concludes all 
with faying, that, as.to bis workmanfbip 
he .thinks- fo hath gone beyond all others » 
 byt-yét no workmanfbip can be compared 
to the Gad that made. the whole world, 
Thus wefee fromthe Teftimony of thefe 
very conftderable Authors, the Wiler Hea- 
thens had no fuch foolith /vagination as 
T. G.. {uppofes chem to be pofleffed with, 
viz. that the Images of the Detty which 
they worfhipped were the proper likeneffes 
of him; andif T.G’s Light of Nature and 
Common fenfe do fuffictently decide this 
Controverfie, it is very plain on which fide 
_. the ballance inclines, wiz. towards Paga- 
Meacrab. in nifm againtt Chriffianity: — Macrobems 
pion. 1. x. faith, that anciently they made no Image 
65 26 at all of the Supreme God, as being above 
any reprefentation ; but they made Images 
te, d rd 


aan \ 
’ 
ar :, ‘ 
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of the inferioar Gods although they were | 
_formarum talium prorfus alieni, i zotbing 
like.tothem, ‘The former Claafe in Ata- 
crobins muft be underftood of the moft 
ancient times before the Age of Phidias as | 
appears by che foregoing -paflages ; and 7 
yet Porphyrie faith, that the —Aigyptians Eph. 
were wont to reprefent the Creator whom Vr. E 
they called Cneph in the figure of 4 mance 
of a dark blew Colour, holding apirdle and 
a Scepter in his hand; out yf whofe mouth 
came an Egg, by which they reprefented the 
world as hie production. Not much unlike 
to this,ische Image of theCreatorinthe _ 
Temple of Aseaco in Fapan,which is all over anus 
black, with a Scepter in bis band, and they meee 
likewife reprefent the world by an Egg ; 
as Arnoldus Montanus obferves, In the | 
_ Jeinerary of Alexander Geraldinus t thofe 
parts of Africa under the e#iquinottial 
( which was written by him to the Pope, 
when he was Bifbop of S. Domingo) in the 
account he gives of the Religion of thofé . 
- parts ‘( which is far more particular thanis | 
- co be met wich elfewhete ) he defcribes fe- 
+ weral Images of the Great God which were 
in mighty veneration among them: ‘as in 
Baffiana the King with all hw people do Atex.Gé 
wor{bip the God of Natare in an Image of ae : 


dtarble, fet upon ahigh Throne, holding the i, 4. p. 684 
| Ee. . ‘San 


ian Ate “hak achat 


Lr 1p.07%s 
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Sin in bis right hand, and. the Aton in hie 
left, and the other Stars on either fide of 
him; apdwherever the King travels, be, 
carries fuch an Image along with him, and 
prays jive times a day. proftrate before it. 
In Demnafea upon the top of a mall ts. 
placed the Image of Godholding all things, 
before which the people are bound to pray. 
every morning.- In Ammofenna, they re- 
prefent the God of Heaven by four Heads 
coming out of the body of a Lynx looking 
towards the four. quarters of the world to 
reprefent his omnifciency and amnipre fence, 
whom they call Orifla. In. Logonfennea, 
the God of Nature is paintedin the Image 
of amanand all other Images of him con- 


| demned. Wow if T.G. were fent ona 
- Miffion into any of thofe parts where God, 
was worfhipped after fuch a manner,-I 
- have a great defire to underftand, what his 


Opinion would be concerning this kind of 


— worfhip, whether it were Jdo/atry or no ¢ 


If nor, they might ftill continue in it and 
be faved; as far as men. can be faved by 
the meer light of Nature, which herein 
T.G..thinks they follow exactly 5 for 
they honour Ged by worfhipping his Image. 
If it be Zdolatry, how comes it to be.fo? 
for thisis neither the repre [entation of: fame 
Figment, but of a real Beinz 3 nor ts it 


of 


(419) ota 
of fome real thing falfely taken to be God, | 
which is his larger notion of an Jdo/ 5 but TG. pgs 
itis looked on only asthe Zmage of the cae 
True Gods and that not as a proper Like- © 
wefs, but by Analogical reprefentation, and’ 
confequently according to T. G. is mo dif- 


— paragement to the Deity. 


_ But whatever.T. G's opinion in this cafe 9. 9. 
is, the Fathers when they difcourfed againft 

the Heathen Idolatry, made ule of {uch ar- 
guments which held againft fuch Jmages 

and reprefentations as thele ; and that 


upon thefe two weighty confiderations, 


1. Becaufe fuch a reprefextation of 
God, was #ufuitable to his Natgre. - 

2. Becaufe ic was repugnant to his 
will, — | 
1. Becaufe fuch a reprefentation of 
God was snfuitable to his Nature. 

"EEA Tee 98 aly 7% Ces ceaverre u cv éphjty Clem. 
ne Po NOM 2 dy Strom. §+ 
tis dheas euviseas 4 F vontdy talay gb Vang 5 0, 
orbdle du, imudCey sav dutly dy’ didn ows, aith 
Clemens Alexandrinus. A vifible repre- 


, fentation of the Deity leffens his Majefly 3 


and it ws a difparagement to an intellectual 


Beiog to worfbip him by fenfible matter : 


therefore, faith he, Moles forbad any Image ps 84a 
to be made of God, that we might afcend — 
above fenfible things ; and thereby de- | 

. 3 Eea slaring — 
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claring God to be invifible, and incompre- 
henfible. And from hence Leno the Stoick 
faid, no workman|bip of man could be wor- 
thy of God. And in another place, he 

Serr, faith, the reafon why Numa forbad any 

(213° = Image of God like. to man, or any living 

| creature, was, becaufe the moft excellent 

Being could be reprefented only to onr 

Minds: and that Antifthenes learnt that 

protrepe. from Socrates, that God was like to no re- 

2-46.  prefentation we could make of bim , and 

| therefore no man could learn any thing of 

him from an Image; and Xenophon, that 

it 1s apparent that Godis great and power- 

fal, but we know not how to make any thing 

like him. sit poffible then, thatfuch .4- 
thenians as thefe, fhould look on an 

—. Images as the proper likeneffes of God ? 

2G. p74 Thefe wifer Heathens, T.G.confefles, did 

mean, that the nature of God being [piri- 

tual and invifible, it could not be repre- 

feated by any thing like untoit 5 and yet 

thefe were Athenian Philofophers, as well 

as thofe whom, he faith, S. Paul condemned 

+ for fuppofing their Images to be proper 

; Likeneffes and reprefentations of the Di- 

p.96  Vinity. But T.G. fuppofes, that the rea- 

fon why the worfbip of Images is a difpa- 

vagement to the Deity, and incongruous to 

. the Divine Nature, ts, becaufe the people 

| : | a gave 


(421) | | 
gave worfbip to them as Gods, or like unto 
the Gods they worfbipped » whereas I have 
- now plainly fthewed, that thofe who coz- 
tended for the Worfbip of Images among 
them, did neicher look upon them as Gods, 
nor like to their Gods, but only as Sym- 
bolical reprefentations of the Divixe Na- 
ture. Andthe Fathers make ule of this 
acknowledgement of cheirs of the incon- 


gruity of Images to the Deity, fromthence 


 toprove the éxcongruity of the worthip of 
them. So that it is not, che fuppofing 
_ the Zmages to be like God, which they con- 
: demn in chem, for none of cheir wifer 
men were fuch Fools’; but the making 
of fuch Jmages and worfhipping of them, 
which in their own nature were fo infil- — 
nitely beneath the divine Being, did tend 
to the begetting in mens minds mean and 
‘unworthy thoughts of God. - And there- 
fore they frequently infift upon this, that 
mens imaginations are eafily tainted and 
corrupted by the daily reprefentations of 
things, efpecially when they are propofed 
as. objects of worfbip: and however, the _ 
very. manner of worfhipping an infinite, — 
and immaterial Being by a grofs and. ma- 
terial reprefentation is that which the Fa- 
thers condemn as moft unfuitable to the 
‘Divine Nature, For this, Juftin Martyr 
LT Bez faith, 


ee ee ae ee 
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gupin, Aaith, ss not only nnveafonable, but it w 
Martyr, done ig’ UBges T% O& with the reproach of 
re * God, whofe glory and form is inexpreffible. 
Athenagoras faith, if God and matter be 


_ Athenag. all one, it then veafonable to wor|bip 


P14 God by piving worfbip to fenfible matter; 
. but if there be aninfinite diftance between 
thems, why are we accufed for not doing 

it? And if we refufe to worfbip the 

p. 16, —— workmun{bip of God, viz. the Heaver and 
Elements ; why fbould we do it to the 
sorkman|bip of men ? Origen looks on 
cof, this, as one of the moft peculiar charadters 


bap 9t- of the Chriftian dottrine, that it ratfes 


Lg. p- 255° 


|. 3p ped200 BCBS minds above Images and all wor|bip 


“of Creatures to the Creator of all things, 
and that it ts one of the firft things tht 
. Catechumens are inftrnited ‘th, to defpife 


te. p.375- Ldols, and all Images, He faith, et a not 


caly a fooli{h thing to pray to Images, as 

Heraclitus fad, but to feem to do it as 
the Philofophers did, If they are wor- 
fbipped, 2 maft be either as Gods, which 


378 = Celfus denyed, or as repréfentations of 


God, which cannot be, becawfe God is. tn- 
vifible and incorporeal : and therefore, 


(p34 = she faith, that the Chriftians wonld not 


endure the wworlip of God by Images ; 
and althongh otber Nations did reff the 
worfbip of images, (with whom Célfa 

a parallels 


(423) 0 7° 


parallels the Chriftians ) yet it was mot 


upon the fame ground that the Chriftians 
did, viz. becaufe they wonld not debale 
and draw down the worlbip of God to- 
wards matter fo fafbioned and formed. 


Laitantius thews, how unreafonable it Laét. 1. 23 
Ze 


to worfbip God by an Image; fince Images ' 


are intended to reprefent the abfent ; but 
God is every where prefent, But if there 


ought tobe any Image of God (which he 


calls fimulachrum Dei, and furely doth not 


fignifie an Idolin T. G’s fenfe ; andI hope | 


hete he will not charge me with want of 


fidelity in tranflating it Jmsage) it ought to 
be living and fenfible, becaufe God lives 


for ever: therefore that cannot be the 


Imiuge of Godthat is made by the work of 


wens hands, but Man himfelf, who gives 


all the art and beauty to them which they 


haves but poor filly men as they are, they 


do not confider, that if their Images had 
 fenfe and motion, they would worfbip the | 
Men that made them; and brought them 


_ tato fuch acurions figure out of rude and 


unpolifoed matter. who can be fo foolifh | 


_ £0 imagine, there canbe any thing of Goad 


in that Image, in which there ts nothing 


of man, but the meer fhadow ? But their — 
minds have the deepeft tinéture of folly ; 


for thofe who have fenfe, worfbip things 
72 Beg . that 


f.18. 
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that haue none , they who think themfelves 


wife, things that are uncapable of Rea- 
_ fon s they that live, things that cannot ftir, 
and they that came from heaven, things 
that are made of earth. what 0 thes, 
faith he, but to znvert the order of Ne- 
ture, to adore that which we tread upon ? 
Worfbip him that lives, if ye would live s 
for he muft dye, that gives up hes Soul to 
things that are dead. And after he hath 
ful'y {hewn his Rhetorick in expofing the 
folly of warfbipping Images, he concludes 
very feverely ; quare noneft dubium quin 
Religto nulla fit, ubicung; fimulachrum eft. 
Wherefore there can be no true Religion, 


where there is the worfbip of Images; 00, 


althoughitbe fimulachrum Dei, the wor- 
{hip of God by an Image 5 for his reafon 
holds againft all; Redegion, faith he, és 2 
divine thing, and whatever is divise is 
heavenly, but whatever is in Images is 
earthy, awd therefore there can be no 
Religion in the worlbip of Images. What 


Ter th Le - % ; : 

tn, Aport do Tertullian, Minucius, and Arno- 
Minn. biwtes make with the Jmages which were 
Otay. | confecrated to divine worfbip ? from the 


dritab. 1.66 : 


meannefs of the matter they are made of, 
the pains, and art that is ufed to brin 

them into their (bape, the. cafualties of fire 
and rottenne{s, and defilemests they are 
: oe | fubject 
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fabje& to, and marty other Topicks on 
purpofe to.reprefenc the ridiculouinefs of 
. worshipping {uch things, or God by them. 

O; faith Arnobius, that 1 could but enter 
into the bowels of an Image, aud lay be 
-fore'yon all the worthy materials .they are 
made up of 5 that I could but. diffe be- 
fore you a Jupiter Olympius, azd Capi- 
. -tolinus, Yet. thefe were dedicated to the 
-worfhip of the Sapreme God. Would | 
-men ever have been fuch Fools to have ex- | 
— pofed themfelves rather than fuch Images - 

to. laughter and fcorn, if they had ufed 
any fuch cthemfelves, or thought them ca- 
pable of relative divine werfhip ? How 
eafily would a Heathen.of. comrhon under- . 


ftanding have ftopt the mouths of ‘thefe -.»: .~ 
powerful Orators, with faying but afew. 
‘fuch words to any one of.them: “Fair ~~ 


€‘and foft, good Sir; while you declaim .. 


_ £fo much againft our Jmages', think of ~:~. 
© your.own ; whatif our Fupiter Olympi-..:. - 


<¢ 48, Or Capitolinus be made of Jvory, or 
<¢ Braff, or Marble; what.if the Artificer 
. hath takea fo much pains about them ; 
- €€what if they are expofed to Weather, | 
_ €€and Birds, and Fire, andathoufand ca- _ 
. ©¢ fualties : are not the Jmazes of S. Peter, 
. ©© and S. Paul, or the feveral Afadonna’s of 
. €© fach andfuch Oratories liable to the very 
8 fag 


| (426 > ae 
-farné actufations? If ours are unfic for 
“ worfhip, aténot yours fo too? af we be 
“ ridiculéus,: arenot youfo? aid fo much 
‘the mote, -bacaufe you laugh ac others, 
S¢ fox what you do your Jelves. So chac 
we mutt either think the firft' Chriftians 
_ prodigious Fools, or they. muft_ utterly 
”_¢ondemn all a4. for Retigious worlbip ; 
ahd not meerly the Heaghens on confidera- 
tion’ peculkatto them. . And that we may 
not think this a meer heat of Eloquence | 
an thefe. men,. we: find the fame thing af- 
ferted by the moft grave and fober. Writers 
of the Chriftian Church, when they had 
co dealnot with the rabble, bat their moft 
underftanding Adverfaries, We have no 
clen. pro. material fmazes at all 5: faith Clemens 
trept. 34 Alexandrine, webwve vely one tntellecie- 


| Hirm * i) ymages. who % the only trae God, We 


c. 16, 


Exch c 4. worlbip but one Image which ts ‘of the In- 


ve, ‘a wiftble and ‘Onsrsipote mm Gud; faith, Hie- 
A19- Co1X, POE, No Image of Goud ought to be wpor- 
foipped, bat tirat which w whut bets, net- 

they w that to be wirfbipedinthis ftead, bat 
popether with bin, faith S. Auguftin 
Where it is obfervable chat the reafon of 
avorfhip given to this Eternal Image of God, 

is not communicable to any Zwage made of 

him, astohis humane Natures for it can- 

‘not be faid of the humane nature it “- 

| that 
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that itis God, much lefs of any Yager or «| 
repre fentatson of it... Therefore kau T.G. 
judge whether the worfbipping chrift-by ax 
Image, be trot equally condemmed by che 
Fathers with the’ worthip of God by ‘an. 
Image ; bac of shat hereafter, Enjfebias Eulth. 
antwerkng Perphyrie about the wmave of Zi, 5 
God, faith, what agretment as there. bee. 10. 
tween the Image of x man and the Divine +..1 
under flanding ? £ think it bath tery tits | 
tle to it thans mind, ince that isdncorpos 
veal, fimple, indivifible, the opher ywite 
coatrary, and -ontyn sell repréfentation of 
a ints poape 5 ThE only refemblance of 
God lies in the fonl; which cannot be ex- 
prefedin Colouts or Fignress awd Hf than 
canhot which w Wajtnitely. fhore of whe Di: - 
Vine Nuture, what madwep ts i9 Yo thakk 
the Iniage 6f aman ¥o- veprefent thé Fp. . 
gure ana form of God?. For the Divine — 
._ Nature muft be conceived with a clear: — 
«Ani phre. unier landing free from all tor. - 2 
ruptible matters byt. that Ywape of Gd 
im the likenefs of mer ,° contains only the 
Image of a mortal man, ard that mot of 
«AE of bir, but of the sort part tuily 
_, without the leaft fhaidow of Life ay ‘sind, 
| How then can the God over all, and the 
Mad which framed the wirld be the fame 
that is reprefented in Braff oy = ? 
| | | Aiba 


~ 
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$. Aug.de Sy Auguftin, relating the faying of Varro 
ie De about reprefenting God by the Image of a 
OS® peas body, which contains-bis Soul which 
" ——pefembles God, faith, that herein he loft 
that prudense. and. fobriety he’ difcovered 
ta faying, that thofe who firft- brought in 
_. '» Jmages among the Komans, ae their 
""'s. Reverente (tothe Deity) and added to 
L. 4.031.thetr errosr 3. and that the Gods were 
more purely worlbipped. without Images: 
wherein, faith S, Aughftin, he came very 
neartothe Truth,...And if he durft (peak 
openly againft. fo ancient an errour, he 
would. fay, that one God-ought tobe wor-. 
[bipped,. and that without an Image: the 
| folly of Images being apt to- bring the 
Deity into contempt. Is it poffible to con-— 
-dema the worfhip of Godby an Image in — 

more exprefs words.thaa S. Asin here 
BOS 6 Oe a 


9. 10. - 2-Becaufe the worfbip of God by Images 
Clim, Alexis repugnant. to hiswell. Clemens Alexan- 
rs "5 drinus mentions the Law given by Adgofes, 
$590 ae ee | 

againft. the making any Image of God in 

. the place before mentioned; and which he 
there afferts to be ftill obligatory to Chri- 
dtians.. But although he there repeats the 
Command at large againft all forts of © 
_ dmages, yet itis obfervable that whea he 
| > goes 


Jf 
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goes about to fet down all the Command» > 
ments, this by fomeartificialhandiscon- ~~ * 
veyed out of the ways and the fecond 
Commandment is, Thou fhalt not take the strom. 6. 
Name of the Lord, &c, which mademe? 6 
not a little wonder, finding Clemens fo — 
‘often in other places expreffing his zeal , 
againft Images. Butitisnot hardtoguefs 
what hands his Greek Copies have pafled — 
‘through, fince the fecond Nicene Councils _. 
yet: we are beholding to them forleaving ~~ 
{o much evidence of their foul dealing be- 5 
hind them; for within few Pages, he p, eg9; 
faith, the tenth Commandment takes in all | 
forts of Concupifcence, and therefore the 
precept againft Jmages mutt be a diftingt 
Command to make up the number: fo that 
Sylburgiws jaftly complains that the place . 
is mutilated. If Clemens did not think 
this precept concerned Chriftians,he would - 
mever have objected it as an abfurdity 
againft afore of Grofficks, that thought © 
themfelves bound to oppofethe Law, why 
then, faith he, when God [aid , Thom Strom 3: 
shalt not make any Graven Image, youd 44h 
were beft go and era Images, Byall . 
which we fee, chat he thought the precept 
to be ftill in force, and that it was intended 
againft the worfbip of Images, and thofe 
Images, {uch as refpect God, and noc 
es meerly 


Synmach. 
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vig ec the Heathen Adols, Origen (aith; \ 


19. pa7gthat forthe fake of that Law, Thou (balt 

not make to thy felf any Graven Image; 
_ the Chriftians would rather die than de- 
‘file their Faith with fuch impicties as the 


—worlbip of Images: and therefore theit . 
cafe was, very different from that of the 


Scythians,, Numidigus, Seres and Perfians, 
with whom Celfus. joyned them inthe cox- 
tempt of Images. When Symmachu 
Fp.4.11. pleaded with Valentinian for the tolerati- 
Ep. 34 on of the Pagans Religion, on this pretence, 


that the fame God was, worfbipped by al, , 


"and that by feweral mates men qimed at 


yan the fame end ; S. Ambrofe anfwers, That 


or Goa himfelf was fitteft to teach what way 
- Synmac.2.he would be ferved tm: Yow vporfbip the 


work of mens hands, me accobnt it anin- 
jury to God to call any thing by His Name 
that can be made by mans Non vult fe 
Deus in Lapidibus coli, Godhath dsclared, 

He will not he worlbipped after fuch a man- 
ger, Whereby we feethe Primitive Chri- 

| ftians fixed themfelves on the Comspeand of 

? God, asupon an immoveable rock, againft 


‘ 


. the warfbip of Anages. 


Thys much may fuflice to have (hewn 


in this place, that the Costroverfie be- 


tween the chriffians and Heathens about 


the worfbip of Images, was not whether 


they 
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they were pxoper’ Likeneffes of God, . from 
ie siedehieatloncsbey had of their images. 
Iproceednowtofhewit =. : ° 


2, From the Notions they had: of theie Q.172 
Gods, And here, Emuftin the firtt place, ~~ 
exclude thofe\ who in Truth were Atheists 

and not Jdolaters, E mean the Epicurean 

| -Philofophers, who. although they feemed 

- to aflere fome pleafant Beings; that lived — 

in perfect eafe ,. far from the noife and 

| fmoke of the. World ; -yec they utterly - 

— overthrew all foundations of. worfhip in. 

| Prayers, or Sacrifices, by-denying. the 

Gods to have any regard tothea@ionsof 

men, forfeax of difturbing their fweet-re- °° 

- pole, Thefe indeed: made rhein Gods ike. § 

, men, butfo thin andairy,thattheycould 

, hotbear the leaft-juftle of Atoms, and fo. 

, quiet and ftill chat the leaft thought of 

, bnfinels -wowld: deftcoy their - happinefs. 

, Thefe were. only made for fine sdea’s to 

; amafe che people with, but any: one might 

, fee that they were never intended for the © 

. objects of 7 3 and therefore Plytarch Plut, aa: 

and Athenauefay., That Epicurus took pitt Color; 

, away all che worfbip of the Gods; how- 7 fa ne 

. evec he complyed with the commonpra-| “| 

, ales of the people ; and whenhe lift up 

_ his Hands tohis. stouth, in token of ado. - 

4 oe -- ration, 
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‘Wation, hé could not but eugh through his 


Fingers.atthe Gods they worfhipped. 

But we may fee by the difcourfe of the 
Academick and Stoick, with the Epicurean 
in Cicero, how much they abhoreed this 
Epicurean dottrine of the. Gods being like 


, tomens and Vellerus the Epicurean doth 


in effect-confefs, there were no Philofophers 


' of that mind befides themfelves. For he 


reckons up all the opinions of the other 
Philofophers concerning the Nature of che 


Gods after {uch a manner, as to difcover 


Cicer. de 


Nat. Deor. 


be 3a le 25. 


that this opinion was peculiar to their own 
Set. He acknowledges, that Thales af- 


ferted God'to be aw Eternal Mind, which 


framed all things out of water 5 even 
Araximander and Anaximenes, who held 
only Material. Gods, or firfe. principles 


. (for eventhe Arheifts were willing to have 


thatter believed to bea Gedbythem, to 
avoid the. odium of Atheifm among the 
people ) yet thefe rejected 2 humane form ; 


at which the: Epicurean is. difpleafed, as 


though they might have flattered the 


. people, (as they did): in the fafhion, as. 
- well as in.the name of .a Deity. Some 


have undertaken to clear. Auzaximenes ; 


aa C bser e 


and to make him of chefame opinion with 


Nit. Thales, concerning an éncorporeal Deity : 
peor. pyo. faying that by dr, he meant only a De- 


Ving 


a 
vine Spirit + and therefore in Pletdteh he pipe, de. 
compares it tothe Soyxlof agen, which be- it Lg. 
ing dir doth antmate the pody ; and Dée- ~~ 
genes Apofloniates his dilciple held azrenly. 
for matter , and Reason tor the efficseng Dt Ciuit. 
cane : as St. Amguflip tellsus. . How-o 3. 
ever, Anaxagoras anothes difciple of 
Anaximenes is confefled by Heed tahald Simple. ix 
God to be an, infinite apd attive mitd y srsforst.i: 
free from all mixture of hatter ;. as che p: 33. tds 
words of Agaxagorat in Simplicius do ex- 
prefs his. meaging ; and §. Aagafiiz under 
takes his vindication againft the Epicurcasd 
objeCions, which fuppoie ic impoffible for 
us to underftand any fych thing as A¢ind 
, without the comjaméfion of feafe amd date | 
ter. ‘ Pyphacorag {aid, That God wes 4 
quickening Spirit diffefed through the 
World s which is beft exprefled by Virgil, 
in thole words afterx the fenfe of ‘Fythe- 

Lor as, : iy - 


Spiritus inte alit, tobo(4; tafals per arti senvid. 6: 


Adens agitat molem,. Ge magno fe corpore v.724,0es 


. Kenopligges falls undet thé Gmé cor- 
demmnation with the reft for aflerting God td 
be @ Minds buc he went fomewhat fara 
ther, for in the Verles cited ovt.of him 

- FE ~ by 
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pub. de by the Fathers, he faid, That God was 
Prep. like to man neither in body, nor in mind: 
pel and for men to make an Image of God liké 
Theodore. ‘to: themfélves, was all one as if a Horfe 
| rae > fbould. paint ‘him with a long tail-and four 
frm. 3. > feets! if he had underftanding enough to 
clem. Alex. ake a-reprefentation of the Deity; or 
AMS Ay Ox or 4 Lion [ould draw him by their 
. >. pwr Figures: - Parmenides made God to 
_ be of 4. circular figure in the fafbion of 

 & Croma or Orb of Light compalfing about 

the Heavens, Whatever the opinions of 
Alcmain, Enspedotles, Protagoras, Dio- 

genes Apohoniates were, it is cercainthe 
Epicuréae defpifes them all ; becaufe they 

either appeared td0:dosbtfal and obfcure in 

their ‘opinion about a Deity, * or‘ ac leaft 

feemed to make him of an inconvenient 

form to deceive the people. Even’ Demo- 

evitus himfelf doth not pleafe him, for al- 
though he makes his smages to be Gods, 

yet he did not by chem underftand fuch as 

FT. G. doth, but he means noorher than 

- his Atoms C.which: Laertivs-calls &dwre ) 

and that firff matter whence they. arife; 

but, faith Velleias, ‘while he deftroys an- 
 Erernal. Being, Demoeritus maft needs 
overthrow the very opinion ofa Deity; 
however he would give the title of it to 

his: Images or-matter;-or the minds of men. 


7 ‘a « He 


: / 
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He grants, thac according to Plato, God vs 

an incorporeal minds but then, she faith, 

he muft want fenfe, and prudence, and 
pleafure (i. e, Epicurean pleafure ), but 
withall he adds, that Plato comtradi¢ts 
himfelf, making the world, and the Hea- 
vens and Stars, and Men to be Gods, which 
are-both falfe in themfelves , and incon- 
‘fiftent with eachother. This charge againft 
Plato feems co be the moft material, and 
therefore deferves to be more fully cleared, 
which fhall be afterwards done, when I 
come to the Platonick dodtrine about Di- 
vine Worfhip, where ic will be made ap- 
pear, that Plato did aflert one fupreme and 
_tncorporeal Deity, and that the worfbip al- 
lowed by him to énferiour Gods was of the 
fame nature with'that which is praétifed in 

the Roman Church, and that he nomore 
believed Zwages to be like the trae God 
than they do. I now proceed to the reft 

of the Philofophers opinions in this mat- 
ter: Xenophon is charged by the Epicurean, 
cobe guilty of the fame faule with Péazo, 
and that in the Aemioires of Socrates writ-. 
ten by him, he faith, that mes onght not 

to enquire after the Form of God, and. 
that rt is impoffible for us to know it : for 

we only know, faith he, that hews great Xernpb. 
and powerful, who makes all things to sl 

#3 Fra | guake 

ot 4 
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Treologias 
fea a OL 


— (436) 

guake und tremble. Antifthenes acknow- 
Jedged but one God in Nature , although 
there were many of the Peoples making ; 
by which, faith Vedeias, he deffroyed the 
force and.nature of the Gods: and upon 
the Epicurean {uppofition that they were 
like to men, he chought it neceflary for 
their pleafwre, that there fhould be more 
than one to keep up geod fellow{bip among 
them. And becauie Speufippus iaid, That 
the Divine Nature dtd imply aGoverning 
Spirit, he thought this as bad as the deny- 
ing his Betwg ; it being to his apprehent:- 
on impoffible ro be Aappy and to Govern. 
He grants, that Arifotle affirmed Ged te 
be an tncorporeal Being; however, he 


faith, that he was not conftant to himfelf, 


fometimes making nothing tobe God but on- 
ly Mind ; at other times attributiag Divi, 
nity to the Heavess and parts of the 
world, but as the late Commentator on 
thac part of T#/ly oblerves, the. former was 
only the Firft, Eternal, Infinite God, the 
other a fecondary, limited, and participe- 
tive Divinity, and rather an Jmage of the 
Divinity than it (elf: as he proves from 
comparing feveral places in Arifotle toge- 
ther, and concludes with that excellent de- 
{cription ‘of God drawn out of ri/fotle 
by Da Fall, God ws an Eternal fubftance, 
oe yee and 
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azd Ach, without potentiality and Matter, pv, 
without magnitude, paris, divifion, paf- Symp. 
fion, change, intellizible by himfelf, the Amy 
principle of Motion, but immeveble, the Pwipatad _ 
Canfe of Heaven, and, nature, and inft gee 
nitely happy. Méirare Leétor, faith Da 7 
Val, hominis Ethnici Theologiam, See 
how far Ariftotle was from thinking the 
Athenian Images to be proper Likeneffos of 
the Deity. If to thefe now we add the 
Stoicks, who aflerted God to be 4 Divine 
Reafon and Spirit atfuating the world, 
we have a full Difcovery, chat by che 
confeffion of chofe who were of another 
opinion, all the famous sects of Philofo- 
phers agreed im rejecting chat principle 
that the Gods were of bumane fbape, and 
confequently the /dolatry they were guilty 
of .in the wor{bip of Images could not lie 
inthis, that they thought their Jmsages to 
be proper Likeneffes of God. Of the tame 
mind with thefe were the freer Philefophers 
of following Ages: among whom Cicero cicer. tof. 
deferves aname, were it only for charex. 1. 
cellent defcription of God, which Laéfan- ae = 
tius and S, dugaftin quote out of him, 4-4 . 
with preac approbation, Neither.can God 1 oy, pao. 
himfelf be otherwife under flood by as, than 
as @ Mind free, and difentangled from 
all corporeal mixtures, perceiving and 
| Ff 3 moving 
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~ proving all thing. The fame thing might be 
proved of Sexeca, Epittetus, Plutarch, 
Alcinous, Plotinus, Proclus., Salluftius , 
and others ; butI purpofely forbear, both 
‘becaute thefe are fufficient for. my purpofe, 
and becaufe it may be faid by thofe who 
have nothing elfe to fay, inthis matter that 
they came to have truer apprehenfions of 
God cnly by che means of the Chriftian Re- 
ligion, ‘Nay. Imight provethat many of 
the very Poets themfelves had much nobler 
conceptions of the Deity, than to.imagine © 
him to have any thing corporeal 5.but I fhall 
enly mention thefe Vertes out of the anci- 
cnt Tragedian, 4, sf 
Xoece Synniy + Sedy Oy pm Kuss 


"Ouotoy dute) on exivop 1G TESAY Oh 
Think not that God is like to mortal flefb. 


From whence we fee, that if there were 
any fo foolith among the <dthenians to 
imagine their Gods to be -juft like their 
’ Images, they did it not’for want of zz- 
fraction to the contrary ; and if thena- 
~ ture of their Zdodatry did lie in this, fcarce 
any underitanding man among the Hea- 
_ thens that did really believe a Detty, was 

puilty of ir, ; ae. 
oO 2. Bat 
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Images to be the proper Likencffes of God, 
yet they worfbipped the Images of falfe. 


2, Bub if thty did wot fuppofe their >, x2: 


Gods, or they wor/bipped their Images them-' 


{elves for Gods,, and therefore, faith T, G.. 
the Apoftle condemns them, Rom.t. To 
make my Difcourfe come home. to them. f. 


muft fbew, faithhe, that the Images by 7.6. p99. 


which they honour Chrift and his Saints, 


gre worlbipped by them a& Gods, or as the 
Tmages ie falfe Gods, as thafe were of 


which the <Apoftle fpeaks in that place: .- 
ThacisicI aim at, to bring my difcourfe -. - 


as home to themasmay be; and therefore 


to give him full fatisfaction, I thall enquire . 


‘whether the Heathen Idolatry condemned 


by S. Paul, did confift in one of thefe two _ 


things, either, 1. That they worfbipped 
only the Images of falfe Gods, Or, 2.-That 
they took the Images themfelves for Gods, 


~¥e Whether their Zdolatry lay in. wor- ee 


fhipping the Jvsages of falfe Gods? If ¥ 
can prove, 1. That they did intend to 


worfhip the true God, either by an Image 


purpofely for him, or to dire@ the worfhip 
through the Gods and Jmapes they wor- 
fhippedtohim ; And 2, That there is 
No vreater repugnancy in the manner. of 
‘their worfhip, than is ufed-in the Rowan 
a Ff4 ~charch, 


\ 
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Church, hope I thall bring my. Difcourfe 
_bome enonghtoT. G. ay ae 


- i 


— To. do this tore convincingly I fhalt 
give an a¢caunt oF the principles of Di-- 
vine worfhip ‘athong the Heathens fron 
their own Writers (which I fuppdfe wit} 
be another way of bringing it howe to them} 
and becaufe f.'G. particalarly charges 

Socrates and Plato, Uthall make choice of 
tlie Platonick principles of Divine worfbip, 
and fee upon what grounds they becomé 

guilty of fdolatry; which will not react 
peffarion bombe to themielves. Card. Beffavion hath 
 aduerl co written att elaborate vindication of Plato 

Platonis, agaipilt a wherein he fhews 

j.2. 3 that Plato did -affert the‘ Uasity, Power, 
arid Goodnefs of Ged, anid the Creation of 
all things by hint, and thathe doch this 
frequently and ‘conftantly, itt his Parme- 
ides, Phidrut, Phado;\ Philtbns, Timens, 
ssphiffa Laws, Politicks, Epiftles, every 

43.05. where. But Trapeznatius charges Plato, 

that althoiigh be did arknowledce God, he 
did not worfbip him, and that be i 
only to the infertbur Gids s‘to.this Beffa- 
rionan{wers, ' that in bis Books of Laws, 
“which weie tttade for the People, he 
doth not exprefly prefcribe any worfbip 

10 God tinder the name -of One, or Fir ff, 

Of Ave fable, which were:the Titles he 
<r a ~  & had 


saree peers seems =~.” 
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_ehad given him in his Di/ogaes, and were 
“not known to the Peop/esbut in his eighth 
“book of Laws, he appoints twelve {o- 
“temn Feafts to the twelve Gods of whom 
“t Fupiter was chief ; under whichname 
“the Supream' God was known among the 
“ People, than which mame: in the proper 
“ importance of it, none could have been 
note fignificant of the wvztwre of the 
© supreme God s and that he retained the . 
« gcher comrtion riames of the Gods wor- 
“ thipped among them (chat he might noe 
‘feem to innovate any thing it Religion } 
“although the Pbilofophers underttood 
“thetn in another fenfe than the common 

“people did; by fove chey meane the 
“ Firfl Being or Supreme Deity, by Mi- 
 perva Wifdom, by Mercury Redfon, by 
< Sarnrn Eterntty, by Neptune Form, by 
 Fyxo Matter, by Venus Nature, by A- 
“© pollo the San, by Pax theUniverfe ; but 
¢ whetrtheyfpaketo the Peep/e'about the 
ceworthip of chem, they did noc mention 
<& Wifdom, or Reason, or Eternity, but Mi- 
“ yerva, Merenry, Saturn, add he faich, 

© je would have been folly in chem to have 
done’ otherwife, the People being ac- 
€¢ cuftomed to worfhip the Gods under 

*«<chefe names,'and nothing more was re- 
c¢ quifice but to make them underftand 
tf «them 


b. 3. é. 4 
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<¢them aright. - But for P/«to him(elf,. he. 
‘faith, he worfbipped the Supreme God af- 
« ter the beft manner, i.e. with inward 
<¢ Reverence and adoration ;, in Platosown 
“expreffions, by thinking the beft and moft. 
“ sworthy things of him, which Beffarion 
S interprets in Spirit, and tn. Truth, and 
“he adds, that Plato looked on Sacrif- 
“ces,and Images as unworthy of him who 
“was apure mind, andcould not be repre- 
<< fented by any Image tomen, But Pla- 
to’s Adverfary charges him, with giving 
the worfbip of Latria to inferiour Gods, and 
Creatures: to which Beffarion faith, that 
°S ratria among the Heathens fignitied on- 


“dy a fritter kind of fervice which fome 
men paid. to others that were above 


“them ; andcthat the worfhip by {acrifice 
by a long cuftome fromthe time of Za- 
< molxis. and Orpheus .was looked on as 
“¢ common to all thisgs worfhipped by 
«them 3 but, faith he, he referred all thac 
“worfhip which others gave to many and 


ce different. Gods, to the Firft | and Chief, 


“ Principle of all things ,.and again men- 
“tions that faying in his Epinomis, thar 


- €¢ the moft [uitable worlbip. of God ray to 


< think boneurably of him. W hichI (up- 

‘pote Plato would have faid, was the fame 
thing which thofe of the Church of Rome 

ee | ~~ call 


£ 
y 
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call Latvia, and chat he could byno means” 
underftand. how -facréfices come td be ap- 
 propriated toits, and to this purpofe Be/- 
farion quotesthe faying of Porphyrius, that 
God is to be worfbipped in Silence, and with 
a pure mind, andwith the facrifice of a 
good life. Andas to other Desties which 
Plato allowed tobe worfhipped, he faich, | 
“that he fuppofed them to be éafersour 27.4: 
“and fubordinate to the Supreme; and de- | 
“€ pendent upon him ; and that he did not 
“< worlbip empty Statues, but one God the 
principle of all, Which being compared 
with Plato’s Law, and practice about wor- 
fhipping according to the Caftome. ofthe 
_ Countrey, doth imply that he worfhipped | 
Images with a refpect to the True God. 
Let now the Reader ‘judge whether ac- 
cording to the judgement of chis /earned 
_ Cardinal, Plato was guilty of worfhipping |. 
only the Images of falfe Gods. Bat Tra- _ 
pexuntins fill urges hard upon Plato, that 7f |. 3-¢. 6 
be allowed the worfbipof a fecondand third 
Order of Gods, which were but creatures, he 
might on the fame ground worlhip any 
_ creatures becaufe all creatures ave infinitely 
diffant from the Creator. Beffarion \eke 
an underftanding, man, tells him, ‘thae 
‘¢ this. arguntent would hold as well againft 
the church of Rome, as againft. Plato, 
_ | which 


takes 


2.7 | Daemons. which Beffarion grants, but 


¢. 8. 
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' which worthips 4age/s although they be 


“¢ Creatures s but yet he doth not chink. 
* che argument will reach co the wor(bip 
“¢ of all creatures ; becaife though all 
“ creatures be equally diffamt as to exi- 
““ fence, yet fome come nearer than others 
“ag po ade This Trapezuntine 

, by faying that Plate wotthipped 


“ by Demons he faith, P/ato and Aréffotle, 
“and other Philofophers did not under- 
“6 ftand fach evil Sperits as we do, but cer- 
“ cain aereal Beings, lower than Gods and 
“ above men, whom they looked on as 


Mediators and intercelfonrs between God 


Cand men; buc for evil Spirits, he faich, 
*“chey were not received mto their Reli- 


' pions and that ‘Lacifer was looked on 


as: accurfed by them under the name of 
“* are,’ And he fhews farther from S, 4a- 
“ guftinthac all che Poetical Theolgy was 


“* * 4 sejected by Plato. So that the whole 


““difpnte with Plato about worfhip’ muft 


: “Seome to thefe two points, 1. Whether 


it be lawfal co worfhip the S#preme God, 
by external and :.vifible reprefentations, 


- fuppofing that a‘man dire@ his intention 


aright cowards the honour of Ged-by them ? 
2. Whether icbe lawful to give an infe- 


_ rionr worfbip to any Created Besngs, whofe 


| ex: 
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excellencies.are fuppofed to be far above - 
mens in order to their incerceffion between | 
God and Us¢ And now let 7,G.. judge | , 
whether I have not brought my Difcourte 
home totheir ows doors. 1 omit AMarfiline 
Ficinwe as a moan that may be fuppofed 
100 partial to Plato, buc I hope duguffi- 
wus Steuchys Eugabinus may pals for a 
found Catholick , being an Jtaliax Bifbap, 
and a Roman Courtier, that had fo much 
zeal as to vindicate Con/bantines Donation 
againit Vella, and therefore his Teftimony 
cannot be rejected. He undertakes at J. 
Jarge to prove that Plato acknowledged Exgsb. ae 
one True and Supreme God , and that-al] perems 
other Beings are created by him 5 and l. . 
when he feems to attribute Divinity to 
other things, ic is only a Divinityby way 
of gift and participation, fach as Angels 
and Aely men are {aid to have ; which 
doth not hinder our believing them to be » 
all ac-firlt created by ome God. There were 
chree forts of inferiour Deities, he faith,” 
aflerted by the Philofophers, viz. De- 3, — 
mons, or Gods with aérial bodies, whohave 
a particular care of bussane affairs ; Intel. 
ligences or the Spériss which astmate and 
move the Stars,and Celeftial. Deities who 
converfe with the Swpreme God ; now all 
thefe he makes appear from many paflages 

— | : in 
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in Plato, efpecially the famous one in his 
Timaus, tohave been made by God. And 

3 thac when in his Books of Laws, and che 
+ Epinomis or Appendix to them, he fo much 
fets forth the Divinity of the stars and 

the Heavens, he mutt eicher contradict 
himfelf, or.attribute only an éaferionr Di- 
vinityto them ; and that he did not fpeak 

fo clearly of the worfbip of the Supreme 
God, becaufe he looked on him as ¢zcom- 
prehenfible, and that he could not fo well 
Know in what way it was fit to worlbip 


%§ him, Howeverhe tsvocates him in feve-. 


ral places ; efpecially when he was to 
- — fpeak coricerning the Gods , and in his 
: .- Epiffle to Hermias, Eraftus, and Corifcvs, 
__ which he wric when he was grown old; 
~~ he calls to wienefs, the God over all, Go- 
vermour of all things and times, and Fa- 
ther of the Lord and Caufe of thinys 5 but 
as to the publick manner of worfbip, he 
Plato. Epi-faith, that no man onght to teach unlefs 
MEP God bimfelf direct him, He farther fhews, 
Serrin. that norwichf{tanding Plato fpake fo much 
6. and fo well concerning the true God, yet he 
_attribuced the title of Divinity to feveral 
ranks of ‘spirits to the Heavens, the Sea, 
to the world, to Zamolxu, to Mercurius 
Trifmegifius, and to good men in general, 
to whom he commands /acrifices and orher 

ee , r) 
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‘acts of worfbip to be- 
Religione 'ndftra infil? fit Santtis & 


Diva: which, is with great reafon done 


among us to Saints and Desfied' men, I 
now appeal to 7.G. whether dag. Sten- 
-¢hus doth not bring this matter very home 


to thems ? when, hefaith, thattheyeith “ 


_- worthipped Angels ( fo he faith Philo ren- 
ders their Demons) or Saints, as they ve- 
rily believed, and fuppofed the honour of 
thefe was very well pleafing to the Sepreme 
God, whom they cenftantly acknowledged 3 


as he at large proves not only concerning - 
Plato, but Ariftotle, and all the Philofophers — 


of any reputation; and he faich, that 
Socrates iz Plato not only confeffed the 
true God, but that he ought ts be wor- 
fhipped and obferved by men, and that for 
his fake men ought. never to forfake the 
way of righteou{ne[s, 4nd therefore he re- 
— folved rather to follow God than the advice 


of his Friends, Tlefovuse 4 ted Sew ua Moy nv uiy, : 


which cannot be better rendred than inthe 
Apottles words, Jt u better to obey God than 
men. Itwould be endlefs to repeat the 


places wherein he fhews at large, chat 
Plato and che reft of the Philofophers, did 


acknowledge the Unity, Power, wifdom, 
Goodnefs and Providence of the Supreme. 
God; And after all thele acknowlédge- 
i | ' ments 


erformed, Quod in 
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‘ments js it poflible to conceive that they 
fhould never intend co refer the oxour 
they gave to inferiony Deities and their 
Images to this Supreme God? pay, it is 
por poffible, fay fome, they fhould do 
' __ otherwife, fance they believed all the orher 
, Deities they worlhipped to be sreated and 

dependent Beings. 


° 


But I need not make ufe of fuch a way - 


eed and precifely, and fo that they 


pos one far more extravagant. Bur, he 
a . faith, 


a 
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faith, by one plate in Plato's Epinongisy it - 
‘may be queftioned whether :hé intended | 
the flars thould be worfbipped orherwife 
than as Jmages of the Gods 5° and-thers-— 
_ fore, faith he, very ingenuoutly, P/ato did p. 217: 
{carce at all differ, unalefs in. words, from 
the doctrine of the Roman Church in. this 
matter. 3. That Plato did put a diffe- . 
sence inthe sature and kind of the woz- . 
foip which he gave to é#feriour Deitics, 
and chat which was dae to-the Supreme 

God, andthe fame kind af d:ference'as.is 
made among them ; and that when hé ac- © °° 
knowledges them to be érested by him, . . 
he could not give Soveraizgn. worfbip'to 
them. 4.. That whenPlate gave wor- p. 219: 
[Gep to Dewons the difference is only abdour 
svords, becaufe by Darnons he: nnderftoad 
an inferiour Order of Aagels, whomhe | 
fuppofed to be good and boly,: afd to, have - 
a care of mankind. The only difference - 
then, thac this. learned:-inan could find, 
worth taking notice of between Piato’s ” 
worfbip and theirs was. this; thae they | 
worfhipped thpfe for Saésts and Deiffed 
‘men; and the Jmages of fucli, who were 
noc truly Saints ( not being Camonixed by p- 220% 
the Pope ) but if they had been fuck, ‘he 
then confefles, thae they did gothing amifs 
in the worfbip they gave to chem, or their 

GB henge ss 
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Images, . Alioquin, faith he, ea caltus 
“venerationifque ratio.cum noffra magno- 
“pexe congraéret.. So that all che difpute 
-comes +0: this, whether Asercurius 


-- “Lrifmegifiaswere not as good a Saint as 


Comment. 


' 2n Cite de 
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‘Thamas Becket ,and as much deferved to be 
-worthipped s:0r Socrates as Ignatins Loy- 
-ola. ; not, whether we account them fo, 
but whether they upon their /appofition of 
their excelencies: and vertwes might not 
‘as innocently worthip them, .asthe Papifts 
dothe other,: -P. Lefcalopier a late Fe fwit, 
faith, that péssemakes fo palpablea diftin- 
tion between the Supreme God maker of al 
things, and other Deities, that no one but 


- an: Epicurean: Backbiter can deny, that 


Platadid openly -and conftantly. affert one 


God; and that he:did not give eqns! bonowr 


toany ashedid tohim ; and delivers this 
as the fubftance of -his opinion, Ursam. De-. 


ue imprimis adorandum, cups gratia ca 


tera numink solenda funt. One God to 
have Soveraign worfbip. given him, and 
vthers to have a relative and inferiour wor- 
fbip.. And tow 1 hope, I have brought 
shis‘matter Aime to T.G.. and madeit ap- 


. 3°, pear from thejr-own writers, that thefe 


wan Churih.: - 


Philofopbers:-wencupon the farhe principles 
of Divine Worfeip that they doin the Re. 


The 
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The only appearance of difference is }, 133 
about the worfhip of Desfied men, and that _ 
fot as to the nature and kindof the wor- 


he tookto be Noah, and he faid, deferved - 
to be worfbipped, as well as Mofes, and Pe-Canpani 


ah, Shem and Faphet, of Abraham, Ifaac 
and Facob, of Fofeph, Afofes and {srueh 
&c. hath been preferved among the Ger- 
tiles under the names of the feveral Ded- 
ties of Saturn, Twifto, Mannns, Mercury, 
Bacchus, Apollo, Herculesy &c. in which 
cafe,the Heathers were innocent as tothe 


—_-— me . 
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fuch as txvincible Ignorance, Oral Traditi. 
0%, Authority of Teachers, and conditional 
| worfbip, which alone would juftifie them ; 
for by that the éztention of the worship ,is to 
fomewhat fuppofed co be worthy of it, but 
if hey be miftaken in the particular appleca- 
tion of it, that general intention is thought 
fufficient to renderthe worfhip lawful. | 
~ Bot what faith T.G. all this while + 
7.G.p.o8 Why, forfooth, S. Chryfoftomé faith , 
* . that Plato gloried in the worfbip of 

- dmages and Creatures (of which he 
fpeaks before ) fohe renders éywarerlenu 
vérus, Which fignifies no more, than fetting 
them off with the beft advantage ; of 
which I have given an account already ; 

_ aad Socrates commanded a Cock to be facri- . 
feed to AAiculapius-: who denyes it? Al 
the Queftion is what Socrates underftood 
by Atfculapius. For thofe who have 
had the greateft infight into the doGrine 
of Socrates, and Plato, tell us, (fuch as 

Ficin. in Marfilius Ficinus, and Celiys Rhodiai- 

| Lie aus) that by —#feulapins Socrates un- 
cal. Rho- derftood the Divine Beneficence that. cures 

| a Lines all difeafes, to which a Cock was facrificed 
qin 4&8 the forerunner of Day and the Sun, 
thereby acknowledging the Light of Life 
to be derived from the Divine Bounty, the 
Daughter of Providence :- and that now 
efpicially they [oould do tt in token of his — 

| a achverazce — 


ciples of Divine worfbip. — 
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deliverance from the difeafes of doubt and 
fear; and the ancient Oracles fay, that 
Souls returning to Heaven finz an 16 Pe- 
an, the fitteft Emblem of which was the 
offering up acock. Buthbefidesthis, Ta- 
e#us hatha remarkable pailage to explain asit. bi- 
this facrificing to i {culapius, viz. that fo '> 4 
’ many called God by the name of FE{culapius 
ashe healed the difeafes of Mankind ; of 
which Seguzzus takes notice in fome ancé- 
ent Coynes, wherein the Serpent the pro- 

—* per Symbol of i f{culapins is joyned with: 

the horz of Fupiter Ammon, and the Rays Seguin.fis 
of the Suz ; to thew, faith that learned an. (if. Be 
tiquary, that the fame God was meant by p. 2, 3,4: 
aH thofe feveral titles, So that hereby 
appears no contradiction to whar I have 

faid asto the Platonick doitrine and prin- 

However, T. G. % content to fuppofe tha 
the Philofopbers were as fubtil as I would 
make. them (or rather as honeft as their own 
Writers make them) yet, faith he, were 
they not worthily condemned by the Apoftle, - 
«though but for the external profelfion of 
- praying andoffering Sacrifice to the Statues - 
of Jupiter, Venus, Mercury, cee. as alfo 

to thofe of birds, and fourfooted beafts, and 
creeping things as the Vulgar did? Ten- 
{wer, that upon the principles of worfhip 
Gg 3 allowed 
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allowed in the Rowan Church, they were 
not to blame in what they did, fuppofing 

- thac to be thei meaning, which their own 
| Writers allow ; as appears by the forego- 

7.G.p.108,ing difcourfe. But T.G. faith, however 
a they wereto blame in two things. 1. Be- 
caule the Images being inflituted by publick 
Authority for the wor{bip of falfe. Gods, they 
concurred as I acknowledge with the vul- 
gar in all the external practifes of their 
Idolatry. 2, Becaufe though inthe Schools - 
they denyed them to be Gods, yet as Origen 
charges Celfus, they worfbipped them as 
Gods, and the people are confirmed in their 
opinion. But all the queftion is, how this 
external worfbip comes to be Jdolatry, fup- 
pofing they acknowledged ose Supreme 
God, and gave only a relative or tnferiour 
wor{bip to other Beings created by him, or 
tothe Jaages of them. Wherein I pray 
did this Jdolatry confit? not in worfhip- 
ping the true God by Images: that T. G. 
utterly denyes to be Zdolatry, Was it then in 
giving Soveraign worlhip to txfertiourGods? 
that their own Writers deny thet they did, 
but only a fubordinate and relative wor- 
{bip. But it lay, faith T. G.2n worfbipping 
the Images of falfe Gods : thefe falfe Gods 
by ghe confeffion of their own wrsters, were 
either good Angels, or Dethed mess and 


“| 


S 


e 
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isic at laft confelled to be Jdelatry-to pive : 


divine worfbipto thele? But they concur 


red with the people in their worfbip ; and. 


why not upon cheir grounds ¢ what f{candal 
did this a sapien huh it bi the 
external profeffion of Idolatry , of what 
Idolatry ? of the worfbip of falfe ‘Gods. 
Whar! ftillina round? I granc they were 
falfe Gods, as they had divine worfbip 
given tothems and fo whatever creature 
it be, that is: fo worfhipped, though never 


fo real or excedent 4 Beiny, becomes a 


i falfe God; and fo doth the Zmsage of thae 


Being fowerlhipped. Bwt the people had 
other notions of thefe falfe Gods than the 
Philofophers: bad, and yet they complyed 
with the people in external acts of: wor- 


foip. This is juft the cafe of the Roman 


Church, their. Learned men have com- 


lained that the people worthip the Jmages 
for Gods among them ; but doth T.a. 


think himfelf guilty of external profeffion 
of Idolatry in ufieg the fame extersal acts 


of worlbip with the peoples though. with — 


another intention? if not, why fhall not 


the fame excufé hold for Tétias, which 


holds for Sempronius ¢ Will they under- 


take to defend the follies of theignoranc — 


e na, they do not think themfelves 
bound tado ic, buc blame ¢hem for their 


| Geg4 Ignorance ' 
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Fenrance and Superftition, and fay the — 
Charch t free becaufe it bath taken care 
to inftrudt them better. Might not. the. 
Rhilfophers have taid the very fame thing ¢ 
 €£We .are not -bound to anf{wer for the 
«niadnefs of the- rabble ; we inftract 
<?chem better, and our Schools are open 
_ “for them+to learn: bue fice the nature 
* of fuch-aéions depends upon the ixtes- 
** tren of the Doers s we declare our tn-— 
“ temtions to beto hewour the Supreme God 
“in the -firft place , then the. Caleffial 
“ Deities, with a worfbip inferiour to his, 
€€ bue above all other Bezzgs ,, nextto them 
<“weworfhip the Heavens onthe account . 
“of the sstelligénces that animate and 
““move thems then the cereal. Dawsons of 
ower Angels. which have the neareft 
““entercourfe with men , and laft of all 
the Souts of Deified men, whom fome 
“C extraordinary extellency hath advanced 
€¢above the condition af other fouls: and 
“¢ according tothe wor/bip we give. to the 
‘¢ Beings reprefented, we give worfhip to 
‘“ the Images or reprefentations.. And if 
you allow the dsftinitions of Divine 
- woalbip, into Soveraign and. fubordinate, 
into. ab folute'and relative, what. harmis 
“there in all that we do 2 Indeed, if ic 
be anlayful’ to worlhip Ged: by aay 


Image ; 
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Image ; if it be anlewful to give any 
<< divine worfbip to any Creature ; we 
“are then co blame, and are’ ju/fly con- 
_ © demned, otherwife we think we ftand 

‘“ppon equal terms, with chofe who make 

“ule of the fame dé/tinétions, and only 

“* change the names of fome, and the per- 

““fons of others. Thus7.G, may fee the 
parallelisnot fo extravagant as he would 

make it co be : and while S. Pas! con- 
demned the Philofophers for changing the 
glory of the incorruptible God, into Images 

of menor beafts, while they ftill retained 

God in their minds, he doth effectually 
condemn all chote who worthip the true 

God by any Amages either of bimfelf, or of 
any of his Creatares, ee a 

_ But befides his opinion of the Platonick 

Philof. there was another currant amiong the 
Heathens ,vi2z.that one and the [ame God was 
worflbipped under different names and titles, 

and Simon Majolus an Italian Bifbop, and 
of great reputation ds appears by the cha- - 
- racter given of him by Ferd. Ughellus, is Ferd. 4- 
of opinion, thet they who began the Poe- ae : 
sick Theology among the Heathens were Tom.8. 
ywifer than Pythagoras, Socrates, or azy P 55% 
of the Philofopbers ; for their deficn wasy yanining 
faith he, ssder the reprefentation of 4 mul- cane 
- thtyde of Gods, to {bew to the people _ Ae - 


sinaptidoeaae 


_ bores els ty DF phd durduanv dror* 77 3 pug 
Sucivy 7H OMAK aavaEs es, EaMoy 4} as aneres. 
Who is ome and all ; and every one ts al 
agreciny i one ; in. powers different, yet 
in that various power they are all one, or 

Plutarch. vather one is all. Plutarch faith, that 

oan. & there were not different Gods among the 

_ aqz. ed. Greeks and Barbarians, in the Northern 

Fun. and Southern parts : but as the Sun, Moon, 

. Heavens, Earth, and Sea are common to 

all Nations, but called by different names ; 
fo that One Reafon and Providence which 

orders, difpofes, and manages all things 
bath different honours, aud Titles. and 

t ae Symbols, 
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Symsbols, forme more i andeafic, others 
wore difficult and obfcure. So Apileins Ari. ee 
faith, the fame Deity was worlbipped ee 
through the whole world, under different — 
names, and Images, andcuftomes. Which 
Hypothefis makes it yee more difficule for 
7. G.tochargethe Heathens with the wor- 
fhipping the Zwages of falfe Gods ; for if the 
fame God were worfhipped only under dif- 
. ferent titles and reprefentations as they 

fay, if the worfbipof Ged by an Image be 
lawful, allthe Heathens which went upon 
this principle, muft be freed from the charge 
of Idolatry. | aa 


- 2. But T. G. is amanof tricks, and he @. 14. 
hath one fetch yet behiad + which is, shes | 
the Heathens took the Images themfelves — 

for Gods, and therein were gutlty of Idola- 

_ try, S, Padl, faith he, fpeaks of fuch Images, ieor 998 
ai were worfbipped for Gods, or for Images 
of falfe Gods. This is the very laft re- 

ferve, and if this doth not help him, no- 

thing can, Who would not commend 

the various artificesof my Antagonift, chac 

doth with fo much flight of hand convey 

one déffixétion after another, to blind the 
Spectators eye ¢ If Jdolatry be forbidden, 

aad the comand be too plain to be denyed s 


Tes, faith he, Idolatry w a very waughty 


thing . 
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thing, but what is Idolatry ? Idolatry is 
. the worfbip of an Idol, 1 tt. not ? Yea ve- 


 fily. Now pray tell me, what isan Idol ? 


an Idol is an Idol, in the felf-evidens an 
feientifical way. But cobeferious, 
. “Methinks Sir, faith aDéfciple of T.G. 
“to him, my confcience isa litcle unquiet 
when I worthip an Zosage of 2. Aadonna, 
<¢ for fear that fhould be an Jdof, 7 
- Now fee what a Fool you ares is not the. 
B.Virgin in Being 2 Yes without doubt in 
. Heaven. Lape oS og 
 Themher Imaze can be no Idol, : 
* Say you fo ¢ but I pray how doth thae 
“° appear ¢ > 
why, faith T.G. to his Scholar, ax Idol 
us a reprefentation of nothing that feems to 
be fomethings as if you imagine 4 Centaur, 
or 4 Triton, or any Chimera. And{o fare- — 
_ -wellche Commandment.. | 
" — € Bue doth not S. Pas! condemn the .4- 
& thenians for Idolatry in worfbipping the 
“work of mens hands ? And although 
“ Chimera’ s be the work of mens brains, yec 
“ furely Zweages are the work of mens bands, . 
Tt. 6 true, faith T.G. bet then he con-- 
demns not all Images, but. [uch as are the 
proper likeneffes of the Deity. on 
** Hold Sira liccle, you are coo quick for 
“Sme; Were thele Athenians Idolaters or 
no? aa why 
: ! 
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why do you ask me that Queftian ?~ 
“©T will tell you, Sir, an Idol you told 
“ me wasa Chimera, but the proper like- 
€< neff of the Deity is no Chimera, unlefs 
you fuppofe.the Deity it {elf tobe one s 
*‘fo chat, methinks you free chem from 
*¢ chat which S, Pas/ condemns them for, 
“ese, Idolatry, Butl pray, Sir, what. 
“think you of thofe S. Pas/ condemns, 
*¢ Rom. 1. did they believe their Jmages' to 
“be proper likeneffes of their Gods?’ had 
“they any four-footed and creeping Gods, 
<‘ as they had Images like to fuch things ¢ 
- No, faith 7. G. thefe were another kind 
of Images from thofe at Athens. 
- © Of whatkindwerethefe?: . 
| Thefe were the Images of fale Gods. 
+ © You mean they were /do/s,do-you not? 
| Yes, they were Idols, - _— | 
- -*€ Very wells then I have them right; 
“they were Jmages of Centaures, Tritons, 
“ Sphinxes, Chimeras, but he doth noc 
“¢ {peak againft fuch Zmages, but the repre- 
“ fentations of living and real Beings, 2s 
“° men, or beafts,. &c. which areno Chi- _ 
—“mera’s.. Therefore it feems, whatever _ 
“5, Pani faith, thele were not guilty of 
“ Tdolatry ; and {o methinks we have done 
“©a very good a¢# of charity, for we have 
‘¢ freed almoft all the Heathens from Jdo- 
& lasry. os CS «old 
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Hold. a littl, faith T. G. they were 
guilty for all this. | - 

Of what? of Idolatry ? when S. Panl 
“faith. Theyknew God, bat did not glori- 
<< fe him as God,. because they worfbipped 
<<‘ (uch Images; then it fhould feem to,be 


*€ Idolatry co wor(hip God by an Image. - 


You run too fats I fatd they were geit- 
ty 3 bat,. do you mark me, Idid not fay of 
Idolatry, but of complying with the people 
tn the external prattion of Idolatry; -. ' 

“Very well; the: people then were 
“ puilty of Idolatry, and they only of coy. 


'. “ piiance 3 ‘but why doth not S. Pani lay 


“this only to theis. charge, which. was 


© cheir only.faalt, as he doth when ‘he 


¢ blames the Corinthians for eating in the 
ec chins of Jdols? I vemember, Sir, a 
principle of yours, that affions 20 

<¢ whither they are intended: now if. thele 
“men ixtewded to worlhip the #rue God 
“by the publick Images, ‘this aGion of 
“ worfbip mult be free from Jdeletry in 
“chem, whatever ic were in others who 
“had notfuch intention. oe 
“But what do youmean by the exteri- 
“our practice of Idolatry > Tall external 
“¢ actions be equivocal, andthe mature of 
< Tdolatry dépends on :the éxtention of the 


Saini, how comes the guile of sdolasry 


- tg 


~ 
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“to be charged upon external acts when 
- you do not know the award intention ?. 


“Suppofe among us, a-perfon falls tohis 
“prayers betore the Jmage of che Bleffed 
“Virzin;, hereisall the extermul profeffi- 


om of Idolatry that may. be, foricanfee | 


“¢ no difference in any outward ac? between 
*swhat he doth to the Zmage, and what 


_ §€he would do to the Perfon of chrift, if _ 


“cheappearedto him. If this be sdolatry, 
“wo be to.us all, if it be not zdolatry in 
“us, how cameitto be fo in the Phil/- 
«¢ phers, who, I have heard, owned the 


“ fame trae God, and had the fame diftin- - 


“¢ étions of the degrees of worfbip that we 
“have? | 


But thefe were fulfle Gods that they wor- . 
piped 
* T hope the true Godis not a falfe God, 


* but Ifaid they worfbipped the true God. 


Suppofe that, yet they joyned falfe Gods 


with him, | : 
. <cNot in the fame degree with him, for 


they fuppofed him to be far above them 
<< all which were created by him, and de- 


“pendent upon him: and donot we dothe 
<‘very fame in the Worfhip of Angels and 
© Saints? = 7 7 

‘Trae, but theirs were falfe Gods, and 
ours are Saints and Angels, 


Upon. 


\ " 
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¢Upon the whole marter then, I find 
© the faultof the wzfer Heathens, did not 
“lie either in che general principles or pra- 
<¢ Gifes of Divine Worfhip ; buc only 
“chat they called thefe Geds whom we call - 
<< Angels (-which.I have heard S.Cyrid 
“and S. Aagaffin thought not worth dif- 
“puting ) and that they did noc worfhip 
{uch good Saints as wedo, and of whom 
¢ we have fo good affurance that they were — 
“(as S. Chriftopher, Lonyinus, the eleven 
“€ thoufand Virgins, the feven Sleepers ) 
‘¢ whereas the poor Heathens were bred up 
“swith Fables; and we have fucheminent ~ 
“proofs of their fanctity,, as S. Dominick's 
“( batchering Hereticks, and S. Ignatins 
“© Loyola's founding the Order of Fefwites. 
“ T am now very well fatisfied, how juftly © 
“rhe Philofophers were.condemned, and 
<¢ how éznocently we give the fame kind of 
& wor/bip to thofe that far better deferve it. 

Yet, faith 7. G. there is another thing 
behind; which makes the difference fo ap- 
parent that nothing but malice and blind» 
neff can binder men from feeing its _ 
_ “Whatis that, good Sir? for hitherto 
_©Tha¥e been forced to ufe my Spectacles 5 
“ the difference was fofineandfubtle, 
. Why, faithT, G. the Heathens took their 
‘Images themfelves for Gods5 which you. 
know we do note. | €¢ This 
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__ & This I-confefs is a very fiotable thing 5 
“but I pray, Sir, tell me, bow theydid it, 
‘and how we doit not ? Did they really 
‘believe that the #codand Stone of their 
& Images did make and Govern the world2 ; 
*€Or that a man by Houghs and an Axe | 
“could cut'a God out of a Tree? Thac 
“were as great a Miracle, asour Prie/?s 
“turning a Wafer into God, by faying five 
“¢ words, but hope fuch Miracles are pe- 
“culiar to the Roman Catholick Church. .>~ -! 
“© What was it then they. meant, when : 
€‘chey tooktheir Jwsages for Gods 2. I fap- 
<Cpofe ic was only, chac-they believed-a 
“more fpecial prefence of their Gods ini, 
“chem s and chat by theirmeans Adiracles. 
were wrought at them, and that -chey 
“fometimes fpakes and fometimes bowed,: 
“and moved themfelves. . Bit do mor-alk 
“00d Catholicks believe>the. very fameé- 
‘things of our Jwages ? Do not we know -: 
“chat out Lady is more prelent in ove Image - 
“chan in another? and ‘that fhe works - 
“¢ Miracles at {ome Images more than> a: 
“others; and that fhe moves and peaks,” 
“and fravels too ; Witnéls the Holy - 
.  Honfe of Loretto, and the Madnoana\ 
theres whére wasthere ever {ach a ching’ , 
€°done in Old Rome ? The bringing-the> a 
€¢ stone from Phrygia; of the Afater Ded= > 
a a oe a Hho € runny 


> 


, brance : shat Julian faith, they do not 
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“yum, orthe Serpent from Epidaurus, or 


“ the tattling of the Image of Funo Moneta 
“‘ at Yeii werenotto be compared to this. 
° Therefore, Sir, give me leave to advife 


“* vowin this point ; havea care of difpa- 
“ raging our wonder-working Images,while 
“Cvou would charge the Heathens with Ido- 
€ [atry, and free oar Cherch from the 
“° guile of it. = ) 


> Thad. thought I had faid enough in my 


former Difcowr{e, to make it appear, That 
the wifer Heathens did not look on their 
Images as Gods, but as Symbols and Re- 
prefentations of that Being to which they 
did give Divine worfbip: For lfhewed 
that Celfasf{aid, none but Fools think other- 
wife of them: that Porphyrie and the Hea- 
thens in Athanafius fard they were only 
Books. for the. Ignorant: that in Arnobius | 
thy denied that they ever thought their 
Images to be Gods, or tohave any Divini- 
ty in them, but what only comes from their 
comfecration to {uch anUfes andin s, Au- 


‘guitin, that they worfbipped not-the Images 
. themfelves, but through them they wor{bip- 


ped the. Deity ;. that Maximus Tyrius at 
large proves, -that Images were but figns 
of Divine hononr, and helps to remem: 


think 


~ 
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think their Images to be Gods, but that 


through thems they may “7 the Deity; 


teftifies of 


and that Eufebius ta genera 


the Heathens, that they did not look on 


their Images as Gods, All this put to- 
gether I thought had fignified fomething 


to the proving chat the Heathen. Idolatry 
' did not lie is taking their Images to be 
Gods: and fo it feems it did. For7.G. | 
‘runs quite off from che bufinefs, f{aying, 
That all thefe quotations do only prove T.Gptoe. 
-€ what I broughe them for) that they | 
‘did not look on their Images as Gods but 


he faith, 2¢ appears from fome of them 


that they looked on them neverthelef as - 
Images or Symbols of falfe Gods, Anddid ‘ 


mot I fay, chat I would prove by them, 


that they looked on: them as Symbols or res 


_ prefentations of that Being to which they 


gave Divine worlbip ? 1 never faid or 


thought, that the Heathens looked on all 


their Jmayes as reprefentations of the [a- 
preme God ; For I very well confidered that 
they worthipped ixfertoar Gods by Images 
‘made forthem, And therefore after the 
prodacing thefe Te/fimonies I ftate che Que» 
ftion thus, 7 defire to know whether thefe 
men, who worlbipped Images upon thofe 


_ grounds did amiff or nointt? I donot ak 
whether they were miftaken as tothe ob- _ 
_ 2, *  Hha | jects 


. - ‘p.r01. 
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“ects of their worlbép, but on fuppofitinn 
they were not, whether they were to blame 


inthe manner of ferving God.by Imagesin 
fach a way as they defcribe ? And tothis 


T. G, faith not one wife word; but only ° 
talks of fcandaland compliance with exte- 


viour practice of Idolatry, and what I have 
already an{wered : buc he. charges me, 


with mifreprefenting the Teftimontes, be- 


caufe, forfooth, Celfus adds, that they 
were Statues erected to the Gods; and Dt- 
vinity and Deity are not in the Teftimonies 
of Arnobius avd S, Auguftin; sad then 


bids the Reader learn what credit he is to 


give hereafter to my citing of Authorss 


- and at the fame time receive a farther 


Teftimony of hus kindne[s to me in taking 


the reft upon my word. WVery artificially 


done, I confefs,to pafs thofe by to which no 


-anfwer was robe returned, andto fpend 


—'fome Pages in ‘moft difingenuons cavils 


-about the two Te/fimonies heinfifts upon. 


= Idefire only the Reader to confider, what 


“I was proving, viz.-That the Heathens 
‘did not take their Images themfelves for 


Gods,. which -he yet afferts feveral times in 


that Chapter, after I had produced thefe 


‘Teftimonies exprefly to the contrary. Had 
ic not become himeither to have. an{fwered 


| thele Téeffimonies, or not. co have aflerted 


_ that, 


e 


| (469) | 
that, which thefe Teftimonies moft fully 
and clearly denied ? But he is content to | 
take them upon my word, 1 thank him for 
his kindnefs init. Bue doth hetakechem 
as true or falfe? If as trae, then the Hea- 
thens didnot worfhip their Jmages as Gods, 
which he yer faith, they did: if he tock 
themas fa/fe when I quoted them as true, 
the kizdne/s was very extraordinary , and 
ought to be acknowledged. If he had 
produced the Teftimonies of Bellarmin, . 
Vafquez, Suarez, Valentia, and others, 
to thew that the Papifts do not take their 
Images for’ Gods, and] thould fay, 1 took 
the Teftiwonies upon his word, and yet 
affertedthe direct contrary to them, with- . 
out fo much as the leaft antwering to what 
they faid, wou!d not any indifferent Reader 
account. m¢-either impudent or ridiculous ¢ 
Yet thisis exa@ly the cafe of 7. G. for 
he faith feveral times inthis Chapter, that | 
the Heathens did wor{bip their Images as 
Gods, whereas thofe Teftimonies {ay as 
plainly as words can-expre‘s it, that they 
did not 5 -and yet thefe. Feftimonies he 
takes upon my word, i.e. incommonconr 
ftrudtion he believes them to be true, and 
"yet the matter. contained in them to be 
falfe: which is an admirable piece of © 
T. G's art and ingenuity. But to add 
m8 Hh 3 yee 


$ 


an ©)? 
yetmoreto his kisdnoff, at the fame time 


_ he takes thefe Teftimonies on my word, he 
will lecche Reader fee, what credit he is 


to give tomy citing of Authars. But why 
then willhe take asy upon ‘my word, if I 
have fo little credis with him ? Herein,he 
fhews himfelf either very weak, if.he will 
take my word, when he thinks I deferve 
no credits or very .maliciows, if he knows 


_ Ldeferve credit, and yet goes about to 


blaft ét, as much as in him lyes. * 7 


But wherein isit, I have expofed my re- 


putation fo much in the two. Teffimonies, 
he hath faftned his Ta/oms upon ?. The 
firft is that of Arnobins, wherein I fay, — 
the Heathens deny, that they ever 
thought their Images to be Gods, or to have 
any Divinity in them, but what only comes 
from their confecration to {uch an Ufe. 
That which he charges me with is, that by. 
cop giny in the word Divinity in the fings- 
lar number, I would reprefent it to the 


Reader, as though the wifer Heathens tn- 


tended. to worlbip the true Divinity by thofe 
Images, whereas all that they [ay zn Arno- 


-Bius.zs that they did not look on their Images 


as Gods per fe of themfelves, but they wor- 

foipped the Gods which by dedication were 

made to dwell in them, i.e. faith he, by 
, | Magical 
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Magical Incantation, by which the Seuls.of +, 6. ra 
Wicked men were evocated and a8 tt werd 102, 103% 

tied to dwell in thofe Images, as S. Auftin 

‘velateth |, 8. de Civ. Dei. c, 33.& 26. 

Hereupon he charges me very ieverely, 

with foul dealing 5 inputting Divinity in 
the fingular number, when the Infernal 

“Spirits were meant by it , as if they in- 

tended to worfbip. the true God by thefe 

Images, when they declared they wor(bip- 

ped falfe Gods by them, A very heavy 

charge ; co which I fhall give a diftina 
anfwer : 1. Tothat of tranflating Dévi- 

nityinthe fngular number, T.G. may if . 

he pleafe take it spon my word (or if not, 
let him fearch the place once more ) that 

Icranflated thefe very words of Arnobins, 

Nihil Numinis in effe finulachris,' that 

the Images hava no Divinity in them, and 

if thefe words be not in that very place, and 

' but two lines before thofe quoted by him. 
Erras Cy laberis, &c. Iwill venture my 

credit in citing Authors upon T. G’s inge- 

nuity: butif they be: there, as moft cer- 

_ tainly: they are, whac doth fuch a man de- 

ferve for fo notorious fair dealing ? 

2. My defign was not to. reprefent by this 

means that the Heathens only intended to © 

— worfbip the true God by Images; but that 

the worfhip of Jmages was walawful, a\-_ 

- though men did not take the Zwages them- 
| | Hh 4  felves 


cm 
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on ~felvesfor.Gods: fo Lfaid in the. very be. 
pcre. ginning of thofé quotations, that 7 would 
prove that the Heathens did look on their 
“Jmages:as Symbols or. veprefentations of 
that Being to which they yave divine. wor- 
feipe Do May of the Trwe God? Are nat 
the words fo general on purpofe to imply 
that, wasteuer Being they worfhipped, they — 
dookca outhe Jmages as fymbols or repre- 
fentarions of it? And after, to prevent all 
fuch cavils, I purpofely added, 7 do zot 
‘ask whether. they were miftaken as to the 
objects of their worfbip? But what can a. 
man do to prevent the. cavils of a difinge- 
nuous Sophifter ¢  3..As to what he 
faith, that what they plead -in Arnobius 
a only that their Images’ were not Gods 
per feof themferues, but by virtue of the 
Spirits dweling Im them, I antwer, that 
T.G., charges the Heathen Idolaters with 
worlbipping the Images themfelves ; and 
7G. p06, faith, that 1 deal very difinzenuoufly in af- 
firming that the wifer Heathens did not 
worfbip the Images themfelves. - Now 
what could be more pertinent to my pur- 
pofe, than tc produce thofe very. words of 
Arnobius, You erre and are miftaken O 
T.G. in what you affirm, for we do not 
think the matter of Bra{s, Silver and Gold 
to. be Gods or. adorable Deities per fe of 
themfelves. Whereby we fee T. G’s own 
eo = words 
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words ashe renders them out of Arxobius 
do fufficiently vindicate me and contradict 
him, He faith, they did worfbip the Images 
themfelves, and they fay they did not, 
What doth he mean elfe; when he faichin 


other places, that the Heathens wor{bipped 7. 6. B99 
their Images as Gods ; what is this but to. 


take the Images themfelves for Gods ? 
For he never once fuppofes it #x/awful to 


worfhip Zmages on the account of a Di-- _ 
vine Spirit ‘being prefent in the Images, | 
' fappofing that fpsrit of it felf to deferve 


adoration : as {uppofe upon confecration 


oo » 


of an Image of the B. Virgin, fhe fhould 


manifeft ber felfin and by that smage, in 
fpeaking, ox moving, or working miracles, 


doth 7. G. chink it the more #2/awful to - 


worfoip {uch an Jmage ? no certainly, bur 
chat men oughcto fhew more devotion to- 
wards it. Therefore 7. G. ‘could not con- 
demn the Heathens for the worfhipping the 


Images, fuppofing good Spirits did dwell in 


them. Setting afide then, the difpute abouc _ 


the zature of the Spérits, all that he could. 


imagine the Fathers had to condemn in 
thofe that worfhipped Zmwazes, was, that 
they worfhipped the Jmsages themfelves for 


Gods ; which the Heathens in Arnobius 
deny, and which was thething I produced. 
that Te/timony to prove. Bellarmin, whom : 


my 


(ae 
 pet.de my Adverfary follows, faich, that the Hea- 
Imag. . 2. thens did take the Images themfelves for 


; Ge 13e 


Gods, for which he gives fome very {ub- 
ftantial Reafons, 1. Becanfe their Priefts 
told them fo. 2. Becanfe almoft all the 
world believed it. Thisone would think 
were enough to juftifie the belief of it, ha- 


ving. the Authority of their Teachers, and 


Confent of Nations for it. 3. The motion, 
fpeech, and oracles that eame from them, 
4. The humane fhape it felf, which he 
‘faith, # 4 verynotable argument to make 


nen think that. Images live, becanfe men 


do s efpecially, he faith, if it be fatd 
fo by = mex. But whatever the rea- 
fons be, he faith, he would prove that the 
Heathens believed ipfa idola efle Deos, | 
the very Images themfelves to be Gods. 
Now what could be more contradictory 
to this affertion, than thofe words of the 


| Heathens in Arnobius are? So that the 


Per fe which T.G. charges me with leav- 
ing out, adds rather more weight and Em- 
phafis to the Teftimony. 4. After all 


this, I fay, that Arxobius doth reje& the 


worlbip of Images on fuch grounds, as do 
hold againft the worfbip of the true God 
by an wage. For he bringsthat as the 


objection of the Heathens againft the Chri- 


fitans, that {uppofing they had. never fo 
| pS = — vight 
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right apprehénfons of the nature of thofe 
Beings hich - Site wor/bipped yi 

Gods, yet they were to blame for not wor- | 
fbipping their Images, Nec eorum effigies raf Abe 

adoramus, faith Arnobiws of the Chniftie” 7” 
‘ans, which I befeech 7. G. to rentember 

are the ‘words -I tranflate, for fear he 
fhould take the next words, Temple ills exc - 
truimus nulla; andthen cry out, there w 

no {uch thing as Images in the words, that — 

i have cogged in the word to ferve ay 
turn; that this i fetting up a flag in a 
Fire(bip - -Dolus an Virtus 
with fuch kind of Jaudable plain-dealing. 
Nay, Arnobius goes yet farther, For, faith 

he, what greater honour can we attribute 

to them, than that-we place them there, 
where the Head and Lord, and King of all 

#s to whom they owe the fame acknowledge- 
ments that we do? But do we honour him, 
delubris aut Templorum conftructionibus, 

with Images and Temples ¢ So I render 

ic without .the féar of T.G’s new charge 
of difingenuity ; for, befides that the 
delubra were, faith Feftus, wooden Images, 

itis certain that afterwards, according to 
Varro, the moft learned of the Romazs, 

when delubrum was applyed to a place, 
it fignified fuch a one, tn quo Dei fimula- Macrob. 
chrum dedicatum eff: andinthe old Gl." "+ 

“a 4 f. « @ [aries 
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‘faries it is rendred into. Greek by wsisuqes 

Soarev, dveSvua, therefore to honour God 

_ , finedelubris, wilt beto worfhip him with- 

“"" (owt. Images , and this was the: reafon 

“why the Chriftians denyed they had any 

Temples becaufe the Heathens fuppofed 

there could be no proper Temples with- 

| Out Jmayes 5 therefore in S. Hierom, 

Hie.ad santtorum Bafilicas in: Templa con- 
Ripar.adve _ fone, oe | os 

Vigilant. wertere, iS all one as turn Churches into 

Ydol-Temples : and both in Origen and 

Minucius, the Heathens joyn thole:accu- 

fations together, chat the Chriftians had 

0 Altars, nor images, nor Temples’ 5 .and 

‘Vir. Vitruvins in the building of a Temple, 

"4-5" sakes the greatelt care of placing the 

_dmages, that they may ftand fo, that. che | 

Images. tay look on thofe who come up 

to the Altars. And: ic appears by the 

~ difcourle.in Arnobins, that they valued no 

Temples, where ‘there were No Images + 

thence camie the fufpicion that Hadrzax in- 

tended to worfbip Chrift, becaufe he com- 

manded Temples to be buile in all Cities 

, als without any Jmages ; as Lampridius {auth 

Seer.. inthe Life of Alexander Severus, It is 

_ - all one to our purpofe whether Hadrian 

had ‘any fuch intention, or no; for. its be- 

ing believed tchache had from this Reafon, 

 becaufe the Temples were without Jmages, 

“ek. 4S 
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.is a mioft ‘undeniable evidence thatthe 
-Chriftians then did not worfhip God or... 
Chriff, by any Jmages in their Churches, - 
‘After this, Aracbius argues againft the 
ufe of Jmages for this Reafon s zf you be- Arnob. 16. 
lieve your Gods to bein Heaven, to what 19% 
purpofe do you make Images of thems to wor- 
[bin ? cannot you as well pray tothe Gods 
‘themfelves ? But it may be you will fay, 
-bectufe-you cannot fee the Gods them{elves, 

you reprefent them as prefent by thofe 

Images ? But, faith he, be that thinks he 

muft have Gods to be feen, doth not believe 

any at all, However, [ay they, we wor[bip. 

them through thefe Images. And what, 

faith he, can be more injurious, or reproach- 
fol than toknow God to be one thing, and 
yet to pray to another ? toexpect help from | 

the Deity, and yet to fall down before a 
fenfele(s Image ? which és like a man that 
fhould pretend to take advice from men, 

and to ask it of AffesandSwine. Is nok 
that, faith he, nat meer miftake but mad: p, 2-0; 
nefs, fupplicare tremebundum factitate abs | 
te rei, to fall down trembling before a 
thing made by your felves ? Belides this, 
he argues from the matter, form, and 
defign of them, how ridiculows itis to wor- 
fhip. images 5 and after expofing che other 
pretencesof the Heathen Idolaters, in the | 
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Jaft place he confiders this, that the anci- 
ents underftood well enough, Nihil habere 


| Numinis figna ; thatthere was #0 Divini- 


ty in Images, (T.G. fees I am for the 
dingular number ftill, and I think Wamen 
is{o too ) but that Images were fet up to 
keep the rude people in awe ; which, he 
faith, they were fo far from, that they 


only made their Gods contemptible, and 


thereby encouraged them more in their 


Wickednefs. 1 defire now the Reader to 


refle&, whether chefe arguments are pe- 


.culiarto the worfhip of falfe Gods ; and 


whether. they do not with as much force 
hold: againft che worfhip of the traé God 
by Images? And if it be poffible to fup- 


-pofe that a man, chat hathnoc che ffupédsty 


of an Image, thould obje& thofe things a- 
gainft their wor/bip,which would be return- 
ed upon his own, and never provide inthe 


leaft for any defence of it? So tha after 


all-the loud c/amours, and infolent charges 


of T.G. we find that Arxzobins himlelf 
- doth fully prove, chat the Divinity cannot 


be worfbipped by Images ; and that what 
the Heathens plead for themfelves in him, 
doth fhew, that they believed there was 
no Divinity ix Images , but what only 
comes from their confecration to [uch an 
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The next Teftimony he charges me 9.17. _ 
with foul-dealing in, is that of S. Auflin, © 
wherein I fay the wifer Heathens deny, Avg.in 
that they worlbipped the Images them"! ™*3. 
felves, but they add, that through them 
they worfbip the Deity, After this T.G. 
fets down thofe words of S.Asftix, Vi- 
dentur fibi purgatiores effe Religtonu, &c. 
And becaufe in the following expreffions, 
mention is made of the Corporeal Crea- 
tures, or the Spirits that rule over them 
as worfbipped by their Insages, therefore 
hecharges me with great difingennity in ~ 
faying, that the Heathens in S, Auftin af- © 
prmed that through. their Images they did 
worlbip the Deity « and yet as it falls out, — 
thefe are the very words I cranflated in 
S. Auffin, Non hoc vifbile colo, fed Numer . 
quod illic invifibiliter habitat ; andl now 
appeal co men of any common ingenuity, 
what ufage I have met with from this Ad- 
verfary, who paffes by the very words I 
_ tranflated, as near to the fignification as 
poffible ; and produces other paflages 5 
and then Hecfors, and Tri#mpbs, and cryes © 
out of my défingenuity; when {carce ever 
any man difcovered greater than in fo do-- 
ing, and I fear againft his own confcience. 
The true ftace of the cafe in S. Auftin 

=. * _ about 
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about the worfbip of rmagesisthis, 1, He 
expofes the morfbip of smages in general 
‘as a filly'and' rzdiculous thing 3 being of 
things much éxferioar to the meaneft 
Brutes: andif men, are afhamed ‘to wor- 
fhip Bea/és, that hear and fee, and live and 
move, they ought to be much more afhamed 
—toworthip a dwmb, ftupid, fenfle[s Image s 
andthey might with greacer reafon war- 
‘fhip che Afice and Serpents which are not 


afraid of their Images, but fheleer them- 


felves within them. Nowit is plain this 
‘difcourfe of S. 4uffiz doth reach to all 
forts of Images for whomfoever they are 
intended. For an Image made for the ernie 
God hath no more fenfe, or life, or motion 
in ir, chan one of 7. G’s'Jdols, or an Jmage 
made for a Chimera. But becaufe the 
Chriftian Church knew nothing at thac 
time of the worjbip of mages, therefore he 
direéts his difeourfe againft the Heathens, 
to confider the pleas and’ excufes they made’ 
for it. | 2. He reckons up their feveral 
pleas for their Jmages 3 1. Some faid thae 
there was a. fecret Deity which lay hid in 
the Image; and: which they worlbipped 
throughit.. 2. Others, that thought them- 
felves of amore refined Religion, laid, they 
neither worlbipped Imdges, nor Damons,. 
but.only beheld in the corporeal Image, the. 


-. 
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Symbol if that which they ought to worfbip- 
Which is the place cited by 7..G. Now 
appeal to the Reader, whether this very - 
place doth noc prove what I intended, 
viz, thatthe Heathens did look on their. 
Images aS Symbols ot ‘eprefentations of . 
thae Beiag to which they gave divine wor- 
fbip. Whereby Ifee T.G. hath done me _ 
a kindnefs indeed, which I thank him for, .. 
#:e. he hath proved that which I did incenid, 
and confuted that whichI didnot. 


But there remains yec another chargeof 0.18. 
difingensity to be anfwered, whith con- 7 
cerns the quotation of Trigantiuss the ot- 
cafion whereof was this, “*I had faid,if . 
<¢S. pawl had noc thought men to blame 
“in the worfhip of God by an Image, he 
< would never have condemned them for - 
“ic; ashedoth Rom. 1. But he ougtit to 
“have done asthe Fefuits in China did; 
“€ who never condemned the people for 74a ., 
<< worfhipping Images, but for worthipping ». 23¢, 
worinipping images, but VOTMIPPING », 63g, 
«falfe Gods by chem 3 and perfwaded 
“ themnoc tolay them afide, but co con- 
- “ vert chem tothe honour of the true God, 
‘and fo melted down the former Images 
“ and made new onesof them. Can we 
“imagine S. Pas! meant the fame. thing, 
when he blames men not for believing 
S23 li. ‘ chen 
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“them to be Gods, but that God could be 
**worfhipped by the Work of mens 
Shands and for changing thereby the 
“glory due to God in regard of his. infi- 
’ © nite and incorruptible Being into mean 
, and unworthy images, thinking thereby - 
= inh: honour.to him. Thefe are my 
.words. Now obferve T..G’s tagenutty ; in- 


'-%.6.p.180, ftead of anfwering the argument he falls 


ie 112) ‘to the exercife of his beft Talent, cavél- 
Ving: the force. of the argument lay in 

this, S. Paw? condemns the very manner of 

- + ‘morfbipping God by Images; the Fefaits 
"" "+ in Chine do not that, but: bid them Jey 
afide their old Images,-and worfbip new 

ones: what: is the reafon, thatthe Fe furs 

vary from S, Pas/s method, but only be- 

_caufe they differ in judgement, z..e. S, Pant 
thought the worfbip of Images in general 
anlawful, the Fefuits donot, but only the 

Images of falfe Gods. This wasthething 

_ defigned by me, to which he gives.ao man- 

_ nerofanfwer ; but only for feverat pages he 
2 tells: a fad ftory how hard ic was for him to 
~ . ome by the Book of Trigamtins «8 when he 
had it, he thought he had gotten a mighty 
advantage againft me .. becaufe,forfooth, 
Irender fimulachra Images. for the whole 
charge comesto this at laft, for whereas 
Trizantins diftinguifhedthe Heathen fime- 
a... CU lachra 
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Lachra from the Images of Chrift becaule I 
did notin the account of thething; (forI . 
Cefigned no verbal tranflation, as T.G. 
knew well enough -by che character) 
therefore this is charged to bethe effect of’ 
fome very bad defign ; and’ an inflance of 
my want of fidelity, fincerity, honefiy, in- 
genuity, aad what noc: I am forry: Ti+ 


 gastine was fo hard to come by, for ic. is 


poffible, if he had not been put to fomuch 
trouble in procuring him, I might have 
-efcaped better. But isic in good earneft, 
fuch a horrible faule to tranflate fimswlachra 
Images ? [fee what a good thing it. is to 
have. a. good Catholick Diétionary, for.a 

. hundred to one, but. others would have 

_  xendred it,as [have done. Thadthoughe 
_ Tally’s ufingthe words Statue, Imazines, 
Signa and fimulashra promifcuoufly might 
have been {ufficient ground for my Aes tn 7 
ting it by Images : But it feems she Ec- citer. pre 
clefheftical ufe of. the word s otherwife, [Arie 
had thought ifdore.a good Fudge of the pro domo}. 
—Ecclefiafiical ufe of: a words and he ules Mie ao 
it promi(cuoufly with Jmsagines & effigies gern. 1.8 
but I confefs Ecclefiefiical wfes have beens1% 
much changed fince /fdores time, Andic = 
feems fimulachra is only applyed to Heathen 
Images, by no means to thofe' among Chria 

ftians, But why fo? dothey noc valtuns: 

; | Ii 2. fimulare, 


(484) - 

Horvat. ep. fimulare, as Horace exprefles it ; bear « 
L. 2 thet» veferwblance to. what they reprefent ? Do 
‘they not pariles Lineas principali ab ore de- 
Arnos 18+. tycere, which is .Arnobius his defcription 
> .of the proper notion of fimsulachrum ? 
.' But for all this, their Images. are not fima- 
S. Jachay and (ball not be fimulachra, Ic 
Seems when.Jzages were baptized Chrifti- 
‘+ aes they loft their former name, and have 
gotten. anew one: and very much good 
may it do chem, and all thofe that worfhip 

them; if the change of name would excufe 
their guilt, Yer Agobardus was of ano- 
ta ther opinion when he faith, that éf thofe 
fid.rg. who forfook the. worfbip of Devils had 
been bidden to worfbip the Imayes of 
Saints, puto quod videretur eis non tam 
Idola reli quam fimuiachra mutaffe :. 
] think, faith he, that it would have feem- 
ed to them, that they had not left their 
Idols ,bxt only changed their Imazes, where 
we feeAgobardus my Author for making li- 
mulachra comson to the Images of Heathens 
Aude araChriftians, And S. Augaftin calls the 
Fideee mage of the true God fimalachram. But to 
pa ane ‘ fer afide Authorities, hope the Jmages ufed 
~ in China before the Gentiles converfion, 
and thofe after did agree in fomething com- 

mon to them both: alrhough they were 
before the Zmages of falfe. Geds, and after. 
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of chriffor tlie B. Virgin, yee they were 
all Jmages ftill, Mighe Enot be allowed.ta 
fay, that the Jefuits did not perfwade the 
Converts to lay afide the ule af Jwages ; 
but ro convert them to the honour of the 
true God ; and fo melted down the former 
Images and made new ones of them? No, 
by no means, For themvandthem, comizg 
after one another, ana the firft being the 
Images of falfe Gods, it was [carce pofft- 
ble for an ordinary Proteftant Reader not 
to avoid being miftaken. In what? in 
thinking they didnot worthip sages after, 
as wellas before their converfion’ no, but 
in [uppofing , that they made ufe of the. 
fame Images afterwards, which they did 
before? and whatif they did >? what harm 
was there in ic on T. G's principles, fup- 
pofing the éxtention be directed aright? 
Nay, 7. G. after all his clamour yields 
the ching, forfaichhe, St. Gregory turned 
the Pagan Feftivals into Chriftian Ajfem- Oré-"9- 
blies, and Heathen Temples to Chriftian © oe 
Charches without ever pulling chem down 
to build them upagain and tuppofing the 
worfbip of Images lawful, why not thole to 
be ufed as wellas Temples ? And yet, I no 
where fay, chat chey made ufe of the very 
fame, but they melted them down and 
made new ones of them, whichisolainiy _ 
| li 3 | coe 
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to fay, that though they did not allow. 
_ thofe particular Jmmages, yet they didno® 
- condemn the Ufe of Jmages for divine wor- 
foip; bucof the materials of the former 
Images they made new ones-to be ufled by 
| them as Chriffians, after that manner of 

 worfbip which the Fefuits delivered to 
them; which was all that was neceflary 
tomy purpofe, Andnow I leave the Rea- 
der to Judge whether in all this charge 
abouc thele citations, T.G. hath not 
fhewed himfelf to be a man of adusirable 
_ sagenwity , and whether he be not well ac- 

complifhed in the moft laudable vertue of a 
Writer Of Controverfies, viz. fincerity, 
and fair dealing ? | 


‘CHAP. 
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CHAPIL | 


The State of the Controverfie about Images 
- gathe Chriftian Church, | 


VT Aving thus far endeavoured to State 
H the Difpute about Image-worbip, 


as ic was managed berween Chriftiens and — 


Heathens, now come to the Rife and Pro- 
gre of this Costroverfe in the Chriftian 


Church, Wherein I thall proceed according’ 


to thefe following Periods, 1. When Images 
were not #/ed or allowed inthe chrifian 
Church. : 2. When they were #fed, but. 
no worfbip allowed to be given to them, 


, 1 . ' 
; «Xe 
’ 7 ! 
{ 


3. When inferionr worfbip was given to 


them, and that worfbip publickly defended. 


4. When the doctrine and practice of. 
Image-worfbip was fettled upon the princi- 
ples allowed and defended in the Romar. 


Charch; and from thence to fhew, wherein 


liethe main. points of difference between 
us and the Church of Rome, as to this Con- 
sroverfie about the Worfbip of Images. 


1. As tothe Fir Period 1 had faidin | 
my former Diftéwrfe, “ That the Primi- . 
Wg tive 
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five Chriftians were declared enemies ta 
“all worfhip of God by Jmages, but I need 
* the lefs to go about to prove itnow, fince 
it is-at latt. confefled by one of the moft 
“learned Fefwits they ever had, that for 
“ che fol firft Centuries and farther, there 


. Petav. <4 was Litt, or BOuU fe of Images in the Teme 


ogmate , x : 
Theoleg. ‘ples, or Oratories of Chriftians : but we 


Fon.s.15. $ need not theit favour info plain a Cau‘e 
ek. “Cas this; as fhall be evidently proved if 
~ *  “occafion be farther given, This T. G. 
7.G.p-171. had no mind to ; and therefore faith, Wor 
40 Difpute the matter of fact, of which be 
confeffes there was. fome Little ufe ( much 
as it J (hould fay, that 7. G, hath{hewn 
Little or no ingenuity in his Book, and he to 
his great comfort fhould infer there was 
——— fome little ingenuity in it) bbe Petevins 
his words, ae. {upprimi omittique fatins 
vifum eff, it was thought better to fupprefs 
them andlet them alone ; was it all one in 
- T. G's fenfle to wfe them,. and to omit the 
use of them ¢. And for the ttle reafon, he 
faith, be had to doubt my fincerity in re- 
lating Petavius his words, from what I did 
nith Trigautius ; inctruch.ch¢re was as /t- 
— tleasmightbe; dut 1 haye great reafon to. 
betieve from his ufage of me about other, 
citations, chatif he could have found any 
. words before or after, that he could have: 
| . : -  inter- 
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interpreted to another fenfe, he would have 
made ttle or no confcience of laying, thofe 
-were the words I cranflaced thus and chus, 
But iaftead of debating the matter of fa@ 
as co the Primitive Church, he faith, be 
_will give me the an{wer of Mr. Thoradtke, 
that at that time there might be jealoufie 
of Offencein having Images in Churches, 
before Idolatry was. quite rooted ont, of. 
which afterwards there might be no ap- 
pearance ; and therefore they were after- 
. wards admitted all over, for it  mani- 
feft, the Charch is tyed no farther, than 
there can appear danger of Idolatry. 
This, he calls Mr. Thorzdskes an{wer, but 
ic is truly the anfwer of Petavius, from . 
whofe words it feems to be tranflated , 
dum peritulum erat, faith Petavins, ne of- 
fenfionis aliquid traheret externa quorun- 
dam rituum |pecies, cum its qua ab Eth- 
nicis celebrabantur, fimilitudine ipfa con- 
" gxuens, oe. Therefore I thall confider | ic 
as the anfwer of Petavius, and here exa-. 
mine, whether this were the ground on 
which the Primitive Church did forbear — 
the wfe and worfhip of Images ? I hall - 
provethat it-was not from thefe two, Ar- » 
guments. 1. Becau‘e che Reasons given - 
by chem againft the worfhip of Images will 
equally hald againgt the worfhip of mages 
, : among 


-_ ese 
eer 
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amoie Chrifiians,. 2. Becaufe the zotios 
of Idolatry, which they charged the Hee- 
hens with, may be common to Chriffi- — 
answith them. a i 
_ ¥« This fuppofes-the Primitive Chri- 
fiians to look on the worfbip of Dmages as 
in ic felf indifferent, and ro be made good: 
or evil according to the #atwre of the ob- 
ject reprefented by them: which is 4 fup- 


-poficion as remote from the. fenfe of the 


Primitive Charch as any.thiag we can ca. 
fily imagine. . For then all che. arguments. 
ufedby them againft che worthip of Jmsages 


 muft have been deduced only from the o6-. 


jects reprelénted, or the seture of the wor- 
{oip given tothem  whereas.they frequent- 
ly argue from the unfuicablenefs of Jmages 
as a Means of worfbip, and the prohibition 
of the Divine Law. - Would any man — 


of common.fenfe that had thought the wor- 


«Orig. Ce 


Celf le Je 
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{hip of Images in it felf indifferent, have 
faid as Origen doth ; that the chriflians 
as well asthe Fews abftain from the wor- 
{hip of Images for the fake of the Law of 
God, which requires rather that we fbould 
dye than. defile our felves with fuch ine 
pieties ? Yes, 1 may ‘be {aid, this. ac- 
knowledged that the Law of God dtd forbid 
the worfbip of the Heathen Images; but 
they who make this anfwer never looked . 

. ! into 
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into Origen, or have forgotten what they 
read there; for Origex doth. not . there 
give am account why the Chriffiianss did | 
not comply with the Heathen Idolatry > | 
but why the Chriftians had no Images in 
their own worfbip.: For Cel{ue aon 
this upon the Chriffians, that they thought 
| at fuck a mighty matter, that they had no 
Images, whereas herein, faith he, they were 
but like the barbarous Scythians, Numi- 
' dians, and Sevres, and other Nations that 
had nesther Religion, nor civility. Tothis 
Origen an{wers, that we are mot only to 
look at the bare attion, bat at the reafon and 
_- ground of it, for thofe thet agree in the 
fame thing, may yet have very diferent — 
principles , and they thet do it on 4 good 
principle do wel, and not otberwife 5 as 
for inflance, the Sticks forbear adultery, 
and fo may the Epicureans ; bat the for- 
mer do tt, te itis 4 thing repugnant 
to Nature, and civil Soctety ; the latter, 
becaufe allowing themfelves thie fingle 
pleafare may debar thems of many more > 
fo, faith he, in this matter thofe feel ; 
Nations forbear Images on other accounts 
than Fews and Chriftians do, who dare not 
make ufe of this way of worlbipping God. 
Obferve, that: he doth not fay this of the 
way of worfhipping felfe Gods, or ~~ 
3 = or 


_ | 


\ 
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- for Gods, but of worfhippia.» Ode she 
- “Deity.. And he givesthree principal rea- 
- fons wherein they differed from chofe Na- 
-° tions. 1. Becaufe this: way of worfhip 


did difparage the. Detty:; (78 @ciey again ) — | 


“Bes by drawing it down to-matter fo fathioned., 


. 
a" 


9, Becaule the evsk fpirits were.apt .to 


harbour in thole Jmages; and-to take plea- 


fare in the facritices chere -offered : which 


reafon as far asit refpectsthe blood of Sa- 


- ‘erifices doth relate to the Heathen Images, 
_ ftanding over the Al/tars at which the ‘Sz- 


crifices were offered, But then: Ced(ws might — 
fay, what w& all this to. the purpofe< my 
queftion is, why you haue no Images in your 


own way of worfbip , therefore he adds his 


third reafon, which made ic utterly unlaw- 


fal for Ghriftians as well as Fews to wor- 


fhip them, which is the Law of God men- 
tioned before-: now: I fay, if Origen an- 


{wered pertinently, he muft give this as 
the Reafox why Chriftians uled no Zmages 


intheir- own way of worfhips and ‘confe- 

uently was fo far fromthinking the wor- 

ip of Images indifferent, that he rhoughe 
Chriftians ought rather to fuffer ALertyr- 
dows than to worfhip them. Bat co. puc 
this beyond poffibilicy of contradiction 5 
Origen mentions a faying of Heraclitus 


objected by Celfus, that it w a foolifh thing 
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fo pray tolmapes, unle[s a man know the 
Gods. and Heroes worfbipped by them, 
which faying Ce/{us-approves, and faith, 
the Chriflian were Fools, becaufe they at- 


terly contemned Images, (in totum, the 


Latin interpreter renders it) To which 0- 


| rigen. tins anfwets, we ackwowledge thar 


God may be known, and bis only Son, and - 
thofe’ whom he hath honoured with the 
Tetleof Gods, who partake of his Divinity, 
and are different from the Heathen Dei- 
ties which the. Scripture calls Devils. Ci.e, 
— if noc effewtially, as Cajetan diftin- 
guifheth) but, iaith he, st ss smpoffible for 
hims that knows God to. worfbip Images, 
Mark that, he-doth: not. fay, it-is impoffi- 
ble for him that knows the /do/s of the 


_ Heathens wo worthip ‘them s. or. the evil 


fperits that lurk in their Images: but for 
him, that knows the true. God, and his Son 
Chrift Fe fus, and the boly Angels. to do it. 
Is ic poffible after this, to believe thac 
Ovizex fuppofedthe worlhip of zmazes to 
be indifferent in it f/f, and that God and 
Chriff and -Angels might be lawfully wor- 
fhipped by them” Was.all this only pe- 
riculum offenfionss, jealoufie of offence, fe. 
fore the Heathen idolatry was rooted out ¢: 
Which fuppofition makes the primitive 
Chriftians in plain. terms jugglers and im- 
ms 7 | poftors 
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, pofters, to pretend that tobe neterly unlaw- 
Sid even for themselves to do ; and co mean 
_ nomoreby it, but this; yes,.s 0 wulev- 


Su to do it, while there 4. any danger of 
Heatheni{m,. but when. once that ts oter- 
shrown,. then we may worfoip Images a 


wed as the beft of thees, For my part, Ebe- 


lieve che primitive Ghriftians to: havebeca 
men Of fo much bonefly and sategrity, that 
they would never have talked at this: rare 
againtt the swor/bip-of mages, (aSnoton- 
ly Orvigew, but the reft of. chem, the*beft, 
and wifeft among them did, as I have 
fhewed in: the foregoing: Chapter) if chey 


had. this. fecret referve in their minds, 


that when Heathenifm: was funk paft, re- 
covery, then they: might.do the fame 
things ,: which. chey utterly condemned 
now. ‘Which would be jult like fome 
that we have heard. of, who while. there 
was, any likelyhood of the Royal Authority 
of this Nacion recovering ic telf, then they 
cry’d.owe upon Xingly Government as ille- 


—— gahy, Fyrannical and Antichriftian , buc 
whew the .Xiag was murdered, and. the 
_. power came. into. their own. hands, then: ir, 


was lawfal for. the. Ssizts.co exercife that. 
power, -which was, not fig co. be enjoyed’ 
by-the wicked of thewerld: Sothelemen 
make the, amoit exeellege-Chriftiads . ' 

e 


®. 
e 
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’ like’a pack of Hypocrites, The Heathens 
every where asked them, as may be feen | 
in LaGhantins, Arnobins, Minecias and. 
others, as well ‘as. Origen ; what i the 
matter with you Chrifitans, that you bave 


20 Images tn your Charches ? what if you | 


dare not joyn with us in our worfbip, why 
do not you make nfe of them ix your own? 
Is it only bumonr, fingularity, and affecta- 
thon of Novelty in You? If it be, you foew 
what manner of men yon are. Wo truly ; 
‘fay they, gravely and ferioufly, we doit 
not, becaule we dare sot do tt ; for we are 
afraid of difpleafing and difbonowring God 
by ic, and we will on that account rather 
choofeto dye than:do it. Upon fuch an - 
anfwer, the Heathens might think them 
‘honeft and fimple men, that did not know 
_ ‘whatto dowith their lives, who were {o 
willing to pare with them on {uch eafic 
terms. Butif-chey had heard, the bottom 
of allthis was, only a canning and fly trick 
to undermine Pagasifm, and that they 
‘meant no fuch thing, as though it were 
unlawful in it felf, but only wnlawful till 
they had gotten the better of them ; what 
would they have ‘thought of fuch men ¢ 
no otherwife, than thacthey were a com- 
pany of bafe Hypocrites, that pretended 
one thing and meant another ; and thatthe — 

nea? | Wicked 
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“wicked of the world might not worfbip 
"Images, but. the Saints might, when they 
had the Power in their hands, although 
‘before they declaimed againft it, as the 
mott wile, meau, and .anworthy way of 
_ -worfbip, that ever.came into the heads of 
men ; that there couldbe #0 Religion, where 
tt obtained ; that ic was worfe than the 
“worfbip of Beaffs ; thacit was more reafo- 
able to worfhip the artificers themfelves 
than the Zmages made by them, that rats 
and mice had lefs folly than mankind, for 
they had no fears of what men fell down 
betore, wich trembling and great thews of 
devotion. Thefe, and many fuch things 
as thefe, the Zathers {peak freely, openly, 
frequently, on all occafions, in all places 
againft the wor/bip of Images ; and after 
all this, was no more meant by it but only 
this, Tow @ Heathen muft wot worfbip 
Imazes, but I may ? Andwhy not as well 
( might the Heathea reply ) Thow muft not 
commit adultery, but I may? Does the na- 
ture of the commands you beaft fo much of 
alter with mens perfons ? Is that indeed | 
lawful for you that w not for ws ? where 
doth the Law of Mo‘es fay; Thou thale 
not worthip the smages that we worfbip; 
but thou maift worfhip the -Jmages thac 
Chriftians worlhip ° And if the Lew 
oF 7 : makes 


| Ci 
wakes no difference, either leave of yoit> 
forlipp babbling atainft ony Image $, or CoOA- 


Kewn your own. For to our uinderftand-* . 
‘tag, yours. ave as mach againft the Law as - 


- Ors are. 


Aud {fo the primitive Chriftinas thoughe, 


who very bosesfly and fincerely declared as 
much in their words and actions 3 witnels 
‘not only the dpinionsof all che wréters in 
benalf of Chriffseniiy, (mot one excepted ) 
that ever had occafion to mention this 
matters buc the Decrer of as good a Coan- 
cil as was tobehad at that time, I mead 
the E4beritan, inthe famous Cavon to that 
purpofe, Can. 36. It pleafeth us to have 


. m0 pictures in Churches, left that whith @ 


worfbipped be painted upon walls. Ic isa 
-pleafanc ching to fee what work our .44- 


_. wer faries make with this innocent Canon 3 — 
fometimes, s# % 2 meer forgery of here-— 


ticks (1 wonder {ach men do not fay the 
fame of the fecond Commandment) fome- 
times, the Bibops that met there were not 


fo wife as they fbouldhave beer. ( nonor. 
A4ofes and the Prophets, nor Chrifs and the 


primitive Chriftians in this mracter ) fome- 
Cimnes, that they fake oly agatnft pictires 
tipon walls ( becaufe the Sé/t- Peter of the 
walli would be apt to deface thém ; or 
on  " KR . becadfe 


tied 


a 44 
e Ze 


: (498) 
“becanfe in cafe of perfecution, they could 
hot doas Rachel did, carry their Teraphim 
~ peav.de along with them ) ; but that which .Peta-_ 
Incarn..l. ~ uiys Aticks to, iS, that the Memory of Hea- 
fiat 3. then Idolatry was yet frelb, and therefore 
\ 48 was not thought expedient tohave Images 
oss ot the Oratories or Temples of Chriftians.: 
- - So that, after all che tricks and fhifts of our 
. Adver faries, che thing it {elf is yielded to 
_ us, wiz, that this Cazon is againft fuch 
Images, as are now ufed and worlbipped in 
the Roman Church. But, faith he, the rea- 
-. fom doth not hold ftill, for then: the memo- 
ry of Heathen Idolatry was not out of mens 
: minds... Icisa wonderful thing to me, that 
-thefe Spaxifh Bifbops thould be able to 
-tell-cheir own reafoz no better than fo, 
You fay, you will have no Images in Chur- 
ches: why fo I befeech you? Left that, 
fay they, which is worfhipped be. painted 
upon walls: worfbipped by whome do yon 
‘mean by Heathens ? no, we {peak of the 
| Churches of Chriftians. But why may not 
that which ts worfbipped be painted ? We 
think that reafon enough to any man, 
_:that confiders the Being worlbipped, 
and that which ws painted, aa the 
mighty difparagement to an infinite in- 
‘vifible Being to be drawn in lines and 
‘colours with a defign to bezour him there- 
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by. Thistome feems a reafon that-holds 
equally at all times. For was the Be- 
ing worlbipped more wafitto-be draws fo 
foon after Heathen Idolatry, than he would 
_ beafterwards¢ methinks it had been much 
berter done then, while che skilful arrif- 
cers were living, But thofe were Heathen 
Idolaters ; {uppofe they were, you muft 
make wfe of them, or none, if that which 
Tertullian and others fay, hold true, that. 
st us forbidden to Chriftians to make Images 5 
_ which furely they would never have faid, 
if they had chought the time would come, 
when the Heathew Idolatry thould be for-— 
gotten, and then the Chriftians might wor- 
fhip Images. well; bat all this « only 
 againft Pittures upon walls, but for all that, 
faith Bellarmin, they might have Images in Bel. de. 
Frames, or upon Veils. Ycfeems then chat 246-' 2+ — 
which is adored, might be painted well” 
enough, provided it be not upon a wall; 
but methinks, it is more repugnant to an ” 
infinite Being to be confined within a 
Frame, than tobe drawn upon a wall: and 
the Decree is, to have no pictures in Chur- 
ches, but if they were in Frames, or upon 
Veils, would they not be in Charches ftill¢ 
‘What made Epiphanius then fo angry at s, zpiph.' 
— feeing an Zmage upon a Veil at Anabla- tp. ad For. 
. tha? Was not Heathen Idolatry forgotten ™ erafolyme 
a Kk a enough = 
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enough yet ? Ic feemsnot, for it was com- 
ing in againunder other pretences. Byt 
thag good mags fpiric was Stirred within 
him ag che apprehenfion, of it, and could 
not be quiet, till he had cent altinder che 
Veil, and written ta the Bifbop of Hierufa- 
fee to prevent the like enormity, Ons 
‘would have thapght by chis time the jea- 
loufie of Offence might have been worn out, 
the Heathen Idalatry being (upprefled , bur 
—-yecit {tems Epipbanius did nat underitand 
his Chriftian Liberty in this matter. Nay 
fo fac from it, that he plainly and pofi- 
tively affirms, that [uch an Image though 
upon. 4 Veil and not the walls, was con- 
tra augoritatem Scripturarum, contra: Reli- 
gionem noftram, agatujt the Law of God, 
ana the. Chriftian Religion, But it may be, 
this voas fome Heathen Idol, or Image of a 


s Falfe God 5 no, (o far from it, that Epipha- 


pins could not tell whether it was an Image. 
of Chrift, or of fome Saint. ; but this he 
could tell, that he mas fure it wag againft 
the Authority.of the Scriptures, And was 
Epiphanius{o great a Dunce to imagine a 
thing indifferent. in it felf, and applyed to 
- adue object of worfbip, thould be direaly 
 oppofite to the Law of God ? Menmay talk 
_ of theFathers,and magnifie the Fathers,and 
fcemto.make the Authority of the Fathers. 

. : | next 
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 nextto infallible, and yct there are none 
who — them more to contempt, thaa 


they who give fuch anfwers as thele, fo 


good forthat purpolé, ic is I am fure as" 
good for ours; and foic was thonght to be, 


trmond. in 


by thofe who were no Iconoclafts, I mean Carol. M. 


the Asthor of the Caroline Books 


d 
and the, 


de Ce 28. 


Gallican Bifbops who made ule of this T¢- Synod. Pa- 


_ftimony, although themfelves were againft”™*“* 


rénding of painted Veils. But commend 


mé to the plain honefty of fobs Dama- pani 
Yar. Te + 
ee +. :. eg a Alptionf. 2 \ 
mer, and of Alphonfus 2 Caftro,who tells us, @¢+?0 
that Epiphaniis was an Iconoclaft, (i.e. 572" 


ps 57 ae 


feén, who faith, one Swallow makes no Sum- 


3 ater. 


Uv 
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a terrible beretick with ahard name ) ma- 
serially (0 but wot formally, becanfe the 
Church had not determined the: contrary, 
It feems it was no matcer,.whac the Law, 
or Chriftian Religion had determined ; for 


‘thofe were the things Epiphanius took for 
‘his grounds. But he, good man, was a 


little too hoc in. this matter, and did ’-not 
confider, that when the Pagan Idolatry was 
fufficiencly out of mens minds, then it 


~ would be very lawful to have Chrift or 
' ‘Saints not only . drawn upon Vez/s, or 


Screens, but to have juft fuch statues 
as the Pagans had 3. and to give 
them the wery fame wérfbip which the 


' Prototypes deferve 3 provided, chat the 
. people have’ forgotten Afercury, Apollo, 
---and Hercales ; and put S. Francis, or S.Ig- 
 natius , or S.Chriffopher,' or S. Thomas 
‘Beckett inftead of them. O the Divine 
‘power Of names! for that which would 
have been Zdolatry, downright Paganifb 


Idolatry under the former ames, becomes 


- good Catholick Worfbip under the latter. 


But I do not fee that any of the. Prémisive 
Chriftians did ever think, that the 


_ change of names, or perfons would have 


wrought fuch wonders ; but that the wor- 


_ fbip of Images would have, continued the 


fame thing, whatever sames had been 
. 3 >> given 
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iventothem. And what. pleafane ftoriés. 
oever Epiphanius the Deacon tells in. the 
fecond Cowmcil. of. Nice, concerning the: 


di{ciples of the elder Epiphanins placing his $3 ae, | 

Image ‘in a Church dedicated to him in“ 
Cyprus, yet Petavins. confefles, that ¢n bis- 
time there were.no Images in-the Churches. 

of Cyprus, which he takes to-be the rea- . 

fon of his mighty veal againftthem. Any. 

thing. rather. than thac which -himfelf. 

gives, viz. the Authority of Scriptures, . 

and the Chriffiag Religion... § -- » : 
Inthe Theodofian.Code we find a Law of cod. Theo. 

 Theodofius mM. againt the feveral parts of O15 

the Heathen. Idolatry, the facrifices, iba 

tions, incenfe, lights, exc. and after the 

reft, it comes particularly co cheir mor/bip 

of smazes in thefe words, Sé quis vero mor- 

tabi opere falta, c evum palfura fimu- - 

. Lachra. impofito were. venerabitur, ( ac- 

vidiculo exemplo .metuens {[ubito que 

pro fe fimulaverit) vel redimita vit- 

is arbore, vel ereita effoffis ara cefpi- 

tibus Vanas imazines, humiliore-licet mu- 

ueris premio, tamen. plena Religionu-inju- 

via honorare temptaverit, is utpote violate 

- Religionis reus ei domo fen poffeffione 

multabitur in quad enm Gentilitia conftite- 

vit Superftitione fameulatum. The mean- - 

ing whereof is, that ic was the forfesture - 

| : Kkqga: of © 


-_ 


_ a Pole peer prin 


en tt.) 
Of :bow/e and dand for any mat} to offer ty: 


gaenfe. to Images made by men, aad that 
_wene of 4 perifhing nature ; or that hnag 
their parlands on Trees, or ratfed Altars of 
Pur f befote their: Images ; toy although 

— the-coft were lefs, yee the vrolation af Ré=' 


ligton was the-fame. This Confttation Y 
grant doth refpet? Heathen Images, but } 


_ fay it praceeds upon. fuch grauads which - 
are common to all Images; unlets they: be 
fuch as drop from beaven + fuch as the 


Image of Edeffe, and. the ‘reft- mentroned’ 


. by-Gretfér, or that of Dixna of Ephefus, ar 


fome few others that--were pretended to, 


i have a.divine Originals, for {uch asthefe- 


the: Conftitation: doth: not- reach, being: 
Divine ‘and immortal, but for ‘all others: T- 
do not fee how they can eféape the Reefs 
of this tew. And ic isaltogecher as rt. 
diculous for ‘chrifians* to’ worfBip: thé 
things they have formed, as it was for the 
Heathens. to do it: Cwhtere T. G.. may 
learn the fignification: antd* Etyazology of 
bmulachram, a fimeutando ; for frmulare 
is the fame with efiziare, as the Scholiaf 
on. that. Conftitutien tellshim. ) In the 
fame Confitation, they are called fenfuca- 
rentia fimatachra, which? are-words put it: 
on purpofe co thew how fisp/d-and fexfele/s 


_ the worjbip. of them is,and are tot all amsages 


Oo as 
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amonechriffians fo? Have they fot aves and? eco | 
Beavhen Images ? Ordo théy-worfhip only 
beving'and fenffile Images? miving | prank thenip. in 
fometimes they do; tact aS Pienpi rad Arifct. de 
ea ae oe a es ap O8s 
upon friforle tells us that Dadales made, oi.2. 
that movedby the help of gaick plover + Or. Lambards 
rings, fach as the Holy. Rood OF Boxtel in tanh of 
Kent, whofe fecrer engrnes for moving the sorte. 
eyes and dips were laid open, and an Ava: bee 
tomy Let¥aréeread upon theitrat Pawls Crop} p. 432. 
‘in Henrythe Eighehstime by Bifbop Filer,’ 

i Ym, Teeny | 42 gg) GOS SOS eee 


og, Bhat -Nétion of Mblarey whic the. 3. 
Heathens were charged: with-by thé prz 
metive Chrifians, may be’ common to 
Chrifttans with rem. © Therefore if the 
fear of Idolatry. kept them from the ‘wor’ 
ship of fmages, and che fatne*fear may 
sahty continue where ever Jmages are wor: 
foipped, cheathe Chriftiaas rejeQing of — 
Fmages, w2s tot upon any reafon peculiar 
to that Age ofthe church. ° YF men by’ 
beinechriftiantiwere uncapable of being’ 
Idolatér$ without renouncing Chriffianity,' 
- there were fome pretence for laying afide’. , 
the fears-arst jealouftes: of Sdi/atry; when, 
the Chriftian Religion bad prevailed inthe — 
world. But S. Pel fappo es, that Chri- 
flians continuing fo might be Zdo/arers, 
er a — Neithy 
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xCor. re. Neither be ye Idolaters as were fome of 
7° them, Yet thele were the Perfons who 
were baptized unto Mofes in the cload 
oi = Gnd the ‘Sta 5 and did all eat the fame 
oo», fpivitual mest, and drink the fame [pirita- 

|» aldrink. (for they drank of thatrock that — 

1. followed them, and that Rock was Chrift.) 

< Which water they drank of, both before 

<2 and after their Zdoletry (and fince the wa- 

«5 ter followed .them, ) at the very time of 

">! committing it, fo that thofe perfons are 

" faid tobe partakers of Chrift, who were 

| arged ‘with Jdolatry, and therefore 

. « S,Panl isfar from fyppofiag that Zdolatry 

and the profeflion of thriianity are in- 

confiftent, with each other.. Burit is faid 

that there canbe no Idolatry to the Images 

of Chrift, becanfe the true. object of worfbip 

is hononred.by them ; nor tothe Images of 

| Saints, fo long as. men take them for Saints, 

| Bhat. Gods Creatures, and give only an 

inferiour wor{bip.to them, . If this be true, 

there appears to:be little danger of Jdolatry 

among ‘thofewho do not renounce Chri- 

‘ftianity.. But againft this plea 1 put in 

—thefe exceptions. _ A Oo 
«1, That -uponthe fame grounds all the 

Wiler Heathens mutt be cleared from Jdola- 

try. For, 1, They.owned the true Object of 

Divine worfbip, viz. One. Supreme ~* as] 

_ 7 a ave 
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have at large proved in the former Difcour- 
fes: both, chofe chat went onthe Platonick 
hypothefs of one. Supreme Deity, and otbers 
inferiour , and thole who believed one God 
to be worfbipped under different reprefenta- 
tions: “The former was the principle which 
— -Fulian went upon, and the laster Platonits, 
who oppofed Chriftianicy to the. utmott : ns 
the other .was the principle of the stoicks. 
and others ; and particularly owned by ‘. 
Maximus Madasrenfis, who faith, that s. Ang. 
the Heathens did worfbip one God under gs 
feveral names, thereby to.exprefs his-fe- : 
veral powers difufed through the -world. 
Now. upon this -fuppofition, « that where © 
there is a true objeét of wor{bip reprefented, 
there can be no idolatry in, worfbipping the 
reprefentation, \ challenge any,manto < + 7 
fhew how the Heathens that went.onthefe = 
principles were chargeable, with Jdolatry. 
For is chrift any, otherwile a right objet 
of vorfbip, than as heis believed to be che 
True God 2 if thenthere can beno.fdolatry 
towards an Image of. Chrifty neither can — 
there be towards any reprefentation of the — 
_ True God. a 
2, The Heathens did affert the diffe- 
rence between: Godand his Creatures, as] 
have already proved, that they looked on © 
their ¢nferiour Deities, as dependent 3 
tne “i 


wae 
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) ing Created and Governed 
by Him > fo thar if the acknowledgement 
OE Saiatstobe Gods Créatares, doth hin- 


4 . 


derrmen from coniinitciig rolarry, it mult 
do the fame forall thof® who owned 4 
fubordination of Destlesy which takes in 
the far-preatelt part of the Heathen world. 

: 3, Fhey allowed the‘ different degrees 
of —. fuicable to the excellenczes of 
the wheels 5. ds Soveraign worfbip to the 
fapreme-God, inferiour worfbip to the Gods 


a 


‘pnder Hite, ‘atid fo proportionably till chey 


canié totheir Herods, “or ‘Deified perfons td 
whort they allowed the Lwe/f kind and de- 
prec Of worfbip. FOr itis a’ palpable nfis 


fiake in any who think they did give che 


fame degrees of hia and worfbip to all, 
Plureréh faith, That Placordid pat a diffe 
pence between the worfbip of Crelettial 
Gid> and Demons + and fo dia Xenocrates 
between: the worfbip of. Gods and good 
Demons, and thofe :fowre and‘ morofe, 
ank ‘vinditPive Spirits which lived in 
the ‘irs: Rlaro; he tells us, sade it the 
affite’ of cod Demoxs to carry mens Pray- 
ers to the Gods, and to bring frins them 
Oratles';' and ither Divine Gifts: and 
fo their worfbip muff be {nitable to their 
imployment, whith is inferiour to that of 
the Calefial Deities , whofe flation and 
7. ‘ | Ci3- 
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employment was more imme diately’ 1. 
der the fupreme God. Apuleias thus 
reckons up. the order of Dessies accord. 
ing to Avgte., 1. The aie God, the 
Author and Ruler of al. .2. Fhe Cale- 
ftial Deities , fpiritwad, immortal, - good, 
and pape 4 happy; to whom ths Go- 


vernment of things 15 committed next un- 


Apul. de 
Deo Socrat. 


der Gods but becaufethey fuppofed no immes 


diate communication between thefe Calefti- 
al Gods and men, therefore they ranked beo 
tween them and men, 3. Damons, as 
Interceffors, between the Gods and men, 
who were fubfervient to. the Caleftial 


Geds. 4. The lameft fert of Demons, he 


faith, are fouls difcharged of the body » 
which of fo take care of their. pefteri. 


ty, are cabled Lares, or domeftick Gods 


C Lar, ym the old Betvufian Langaaze ,. 
fignifies a Prince , thence the Lares are 
the Gods of Families ) andthofe who were 


good. had the ‘Fitle af Gods for honours 
fake conferred upon them, as he {peaks, 
Buc he confefles, That there was a pece- 
liar hononr belonging to the fapreme Gods 


Cum fit fummi.Deornm hic howor propri-. . 


ws; and him they did folemaly. inwocate, 
as not Only appears by: frequent peffages 
in Plato, but by that of Bocthins 5 For, 


Boeth, de. -- 
Conf. Philo 


as Plato faith, we. aught to. inwocate the }, 3: Pol 39e 


ajvine 
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divine \afiftance in the. leaft affairs 5 
therefore.in fo great a-matter, invocan- 
dum rerum omnium Patrem, we ought to 

- .” call upon God the. Father of ull things. 
ote... Next after him they: prayed to che Ce/e- 

— flial Deities ; which prayers, the inferi- 

own onder of Spirits was tocarry up, and 

to bring down az/wers, So that i. ad- 

dreffes were made tothe Calefbial Deities, 

which the Aereal Demons carried to them, 

faith Apuleius, to keep a due diffance be- 

tween Gods andmen, And althoughthe 

other Platonifts differ from Apuletas inthe 

mannet of reckoning up the feveral orders 

Of inferiour Deities, as may be feen in 

Alcinous, Proclus, Famblichws, and others ; 

yet ~~ agrecin making one Supreme 

God, the Firft Author and Caufe of all 
things, and therefore making an infinite 
diftance between him.and his Creatures; 
andthat there are feveral degrees of the 

Beings that are.to be worflipped under 

him; fome as the Beflowers of Bleffings 

but fabordinate tothe fispreme, and others 

only as Jaterceffors between the Gods and 

Ding. Lar, Men, Diogenes Laertius faith of Pytha- 
vit. Pytha. goras, That be charged hw Dtfciples, mot 
_ to give. equal degrees of honour to the 
Herod. in Gods and Heroes, Herodotus {aith of the 
Euterpe; Greeks, That they worlbipped Hercules 
- | bw 
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two waies, one 48 an immortal Deity, — 
and {0 they facrificed to him; and ano- 
ther as a Hero, and fothey celebrated his | 
memory. Ifocrates diftinguifhech between secrencom. 
the Honours of Heroes and Gods, whenhe #e™ 
Speaks. of Adenelaus and Helena: but the 

diftin tion is no where more fully expreffed 

than in the Greek tnfcription upon the 
Statue of Regilla, wifeto Herodes Atticus, —- 

as Salmafius thinks, which was fet upin salmap — 

his Temple at Triopium, and taken from Nt. ¢4 Ie - 

the Statue it {elf by Strmondus ; where itis 
faid, That [be had neither the honour of 

a Mortal, nor yet that which. was proper 

to the Gods. OU ised Srumis, drag tN Cte - 

olav tumee If any ask wherein the diffe- 

rence of thele honours lay ; Lilius Gyral- iil. Gy. 

dus{aith, That the Gods were worfbipped lege {yate 
: Corum 17. 
to the Esft, the Heroestothe weft, Vof ». gor. 
firws thinks, That among the Greeks aud Voffius de 

Romans , # lay ix having their Images ie wae 
carried in the publick Proceffions, but with- 
out Sacrifices; and their names put into 
the Saliar Hymas at Rome; and inferted 
into the Peplus of Minerva at Athens, 
Hefychius makes the honour of a Hero to peicp. a; 
lie ina Temple, aStatwe, and a Fountain, advo}. 
but Plutarch inthe Life of Alexander. 
faith, That he fent to the Oracle of Am- . 
mon to know whether Hepheftion (howld 

— «be 
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Be made a God or no the Oracle sp 
fwered, That they fhonid honour bins and 
=. 'facrifice to him as to 4 Heo s whence we 
vs obferve that the muteriat adh of [ecrifice, 
"as f.G. fpeaks, might be common to Goads 
and Herecs; but the inward intention of 
the mind. made the great difference be 
tween their worlbip, befides that which 
| is exprefled in the /nftription of Regilla , 
_*." * wiz, chat the bomour of one fort was looked 
1. . Onasawolentary Ag, bue the other wasa 
— — weteffary duty, they might jesrifee and 
pray to the Heroes: ( who were the Beati 
amongft them ) but no man was ah/olutely 
| ‘bound to doit; bat thofewho were devout 
pirat and Redigions would: as Salmafius there ex: 
-"". plaingsthe werds of the Zafertption, And 
| it is obferved by the critieks, chat among 
(3. the Greeks amy and iveyler are words 
_. Of a different importance, 4, e. in the 
"> Language of the Court of Rome; to Bea- 
tify, and to Canonize. Far I perceive the 
Heathen Heroes did ftand.upon their pre» 
ferment a3 wellas the Roman Saints, and 
ied thofe who had been Beatified a competent 

Pliage ) f | 

iedom time, came to be Canonized at laft: So 
Ofivide = =—Pleeareh faith, of Zfs and Ofirs, Hercules 
f Be “and Basehbds, that for their Vertwes, of 
pracl. fat. 200d Daemons they were promoted to Des- 
Pips sets and ef preihes : That foe had at 
OE Gif 
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firft only Heroical honour given ber, and 
afterwards came. to Divine. Ic feems 
by the Ja{cription of Herodes, and by the 
Teftament of Epicteta extant in Greekin _ 
the Colleftion of Infcriptions, that it was. 
in the power of particular Families to keep 
Feftival daies in honour of forme of their _ 
own Family, and togive Heroical honours) 
tothem. In chat noble Infcription at 7e- pe 
mice, we find three daies appointed every p- 216 
“year tobe kept, and a Confraternity efta- 
blithed for that purpofe with the Laws of 
its the firft day tobe obferved in Honosr 
of the Atsfes, and Sacrifices to be offered 
-tothem as\Desties ; che fecond and third 
in honour of che Heroes of the Family ; 
~ between which fonour, and. that of Desties, 
they thewed the difference by the diftance 
of time between them and the preference - 
given to the other. Buc wherein foever 
the difference lay, that there was a diftin- 
étion acknowledged among them appears, 
_ by chis paffage of Maleriwsin his excellent ., - 

Oration extant in Dionyfius Halicarnaff. saris 
I call, faith he, the God to witne[s, whofe Antig 
Temples, and Altars, our Family hath no 06. ee 
— worlbipped with common Sacrifices; and 
—pext after them, I call the. Genit of our 
| _Anceftors, to whom we give Swriess neds 
the fecond Honours next to the Gods (as 
| Ll  °Calfie 
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‘Celfus cails thofe os sesouxtous mpds the 
due honours that belong to the. lower De- 
ae 8 mons ; which he contends ought to be 
p-4ig4. giventothem ) From which we take no- 
- tice, that the Heathens — confound 
all degrees of divine worfbip, giving to 
the lower oLiet the fame uk cheg [ics 
pofed ta be duéto the Cwleffial Deities, or 
the fupreme God: So that if the diftia- 
Etion of divine worfbip will excule fromdo- 
datry,the Heathens were not to blame for ic. 
a. If this pretence doth excufe from 
Idolatry, the Carpocratian Hereticks were 
tet. nt. “Unjuttly charged by Jreneus, Epiphanins; 
c.24. and S$. Auguftin, for they are faid, To 
here i worfbip the Images of Chrift together with 
Aug. de the Philofophers, Pythagoras, Plato, sd 
bathe? Ariftotle, ‘Wherein lay the fault of chefe 
| Bereticks ? wasit only in joyning the Phi- 
lofophers together with Chrift ? Wf chat had 
been all,it had been eafie to have faid, That 
they worlbipped the Philofophers. together 
with Chrift , butthey take particular notice 
of itasathing asufeal and blame-wor thy, 
that they worjbipped the Images of Chrift , 
which they pretended to have had fromPilat: 
which had been no wonder, if chere had been 
asmany Images of Chrif’ thenextant, as 
Feuardentins pretends, viz. the Image of 
Chrift takes by Nicodemus { not I {up- 
we da pole 
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polé when he came bynightto our Savi- 
bur ) that at Edeff2, ‘betides thofe which 
S. Lake drew of Him: if there iad beeri 
fo many Jmages abroad of Him in venera. 
_ tion among Chriftians, why fiiould this be 
pitched upon as a peculiar thing of theté 
Guofticks , That they had fome Images 
petated, others made of other matters, 
which they crowned and fet forth, or tore. 
 foipped 45 the Heathens did 3 among which 
yas an Image of Chrift, as. frenensteports 
ite And fuppofing they had wortbipped: ° 
the Jwage of Chriff as the Gentiles did: 
worfhip their Jmsages, wherein were they 
toblame, if the bosowr given co the Image: 
benat the honor of the Jwage, but of that. 
which is reprefented by it 2 “And fince ‘ | 
Chrift dferves our bigheft worlbip » orn” 
this pretence they deferved'noblame at all” 
in giving Aieine worfbip of the higheft az. 
gree to the Insage of Chrift.. bao tae 

3. The Primitive Chriftians did utter- * 
Ty refufle to worthip the Images Of Empe- 
rors, alchough they were acknowledged to 
be Gods Creatares therefore I fay, ac- 
cording totheir fenfe, acknowledging the 
| Satats to be Gods Creatures, is not a fuf- 
ficient ground to excufe the worfbip of the 
Images of Saints from sddlétry, As in | 
Phny’s Epiltle t0 Trajae (mentioned be- 
= Lig fore) 


3° 
Daniel. 
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- fore) one of the tryals of Chrifftans was; 

‘whether they would Jwagin’ tue thure ac 

vino fupplicare; ule the Religions rites 

thac were then cuftomary, of Jucen{e, 

Libation, and Sapplication before the Em- 

perours Image; this Adénucius calls ad 

Imagines. fupplicare, to pray before their 

Images: which Pliny faith, No true Chri- 

Jian could ever be brouzht to: but would 

rather fuffer Martyrdom than doit. S.Hie- 

rome {peaking of webuchadnezzars Image, 

Hien in faith, Statuam few Imaginem cultores 

A Dei adorare non debent.; the worfbippers 

of God ought not to worlbip an Images 

Let, faithhe, the Fudges and Magiftrates 

take notice of this, that worfbip the Em- 

_ perours Statues, that they do that which 

the three Children pleafed God by not do- 

ing. By which.we fee, it-was notonly 

the Stetues of Heathen Emperours, which 

the chriftians refs [ed to give Religions wor- 

ship so;. but of the moft pious and Chri- 

ftian ; which out of the flettery of Princes, 

thofe who expected, or received: Honours, 

- were willing to continue under Chriffien 
Emperours, but it was at laft abfolure] 

forbidden by a Conftitution of Theodofius 5 

- of which I have {poken already, in che 

— Difcourfeabout the Nature of divine wor- 

Joip. But upon what reafon came this 

e.g 7 e 
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be accounted snlawfal among Chriftians; . * 
if ic were Jamfnl to worfbip the Images of 
‘Saints, fuppofing them to be Gods Crea- 
tures? Ts it poffib'e they fhould think the 
Emperours to be otherwile ?' I do not think 
that the Ses/diers who were trepann’d by 
Fulian, vo offer Incenfe to his Zmage at the 
receiving the Donative ( and after they — 
underftood what they did, ‘were ready to - 
ran mad with indignation at them/elves, 
Crying out inthe Streets, we are Chrifti- 
ans, and ranto the Emperosr, defiring the 
might fuffer Adartyrdom tor the Chriftian ; 
faith, which they were fuppofed to deny by Greg. nex 
thac act of theirs, as Gregory Nazianzen, war i 
nie -y.  * Uebbe Ldn 
and Theodoret relate the ftory ) did ima- j, Tule 
gine that Fu/ian was any other than one of Thtod. bif. 
Gods Creatures ; or that they had any.” 3° a 
belief of this being a God ; buc the Chriffis 
ans looked on the a? it felf of offering in- 
cenfe, as wnlawfulto be done to the Jmage 
‘of any Creature , orto the Jmage ic (elf, 
becaufe it was a Creature, and that of the 
_ meaneft fort, viz. the Work of mens hands, 
4 Ic is noc enough for any of Gods 
Creatures to be inne at under the Wo- 
tion of Saints, if any worfbip be given to 
them, which ‘is above the rank of Cres- 
tures, z.e, any of that worfhip which be- 
longstoGod. For none can have greater 
LEZ con, 
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confidence of the Saint(hip of any Per fons 


_ whofe Jmages they worfhipped, (thofe ex- 
‘cepted which are revealed in Scripture)than 


many of the Heathens had of the goodnefs 


‘ofthe Deities which they worlhipped. And 


ar a 


Hierotl. in 
“ aarCatm 
Aug.in 
Pfal. 96. 


‘“if'we obferve the miethod, which Origen, 
S$. Cyril, §. Auguftin and other Chriftian 
writers took to prove them tobe evs! Spi- 


vits which they: worthipped, we fhall find 


the great argument. was from the Nature 


of the worfbip given tothem. For, a 
they, we find in Scripture that good Angels 
have refufed that wor/bip. which they feem 
fo. defirous of ; and therefose there is juft 


’ geafon to iulpe ct thar thefe are not good 
_ Angels’ ; (a 


though they firmly believed 
theth to be fo, and Hierocles faith, Ged for- 
bid sve fbould morlbip any ophers And the 
Heathens inS, Auguftin, fay peremptorily, 
they did not worfbip Devils, but dnget and 
the fervants of the Great God.) So fay I, 
as to thofe who aré worfhipped under the 
fame Of Saints of Angels, if in, or atcheig 
Images fuch things are {pokea or done, 
which tend to the encouraging that wor- 
fhip which the Primitive Chriftians re- 
fufed as Jdelatry, there isthe fame reafon | 
flillto fulpect thole are mot. geod but evil 

Spirits; under whofe name.or reprefen- 
tation foever they appear, For it is as 
eee ae. eT ae 
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eafie for them to play the fame tricks 


among Chriftiaws, which dey did among 
Heathens; for then they pretended to be 
Good Spirits, and why may they not do the 
fame ftill ¢ 1f we have a fuller difcovery 
of their defign to impofe upon the world, 
the folly of menis fo much the greater to 
be abufed by them; and the Gentiles were 
in that refpect far more excufeable than 
Chriftians, becaufe God had not difcovered 


“the Cheat and artifices of Evil spirits to. 

them;fo as he hath doneto us by the Chrifti- 
4n Religion. hatever pretence of miracles, 
Or Viffons, Of appearances there be, if the © 
defign of them be to advance.a way of wore — 


fhip contrary tothe Law of God, we have 


the fame reafon to believe that evil Spirits — 
are the Caufes of them, as the Primitive — 


Chriftians had, that evil Spirits were wor- 
shipped by the Heathens under the notion 
of Good. | i : 

5. The Arrians believed chrift to be 

Creature, and yet were charged with zdo- 
latry bythe Fathers. If it be faid, that 
they did give a higher degree of worfbip 
to Chrift, than any do to Saints ; Tan wer, 
_ thatthey did only give a‘degree of wor{bip 
_ proportionableto the degrees of excellency 
- fuppofed to be in him, far above any other 


. Creatures wharfoever. But {till that wor- 


Ll 4 {hep 
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{bip was inferiour co that which they gave 
£0 Godthe Father, according to the opinion 
of chofe Perfons Idilpute againft. For sf 
ét be impoffible for a man that believes 
the incomparable diftance between God 
andthe moft excellent of his Creatures, to 
attribute the bonour due to God alone to any 
Creature ; then, fay I, it is impoffible for 
thofe who belié¢ved one God the Father, to 
‘give to the Sox whom they fuppofed to bea 
Creature, the honour which was peewtiar to 
- God. It muft be therefore on their own 
fuppofition, an isferiour and fubordinate 
honour : and at the higheft fuch as che — 
| Platonifts gaveto their Calefial Desties, 


- And although the Arrians did zavocate 


Chrift, and put their truft in him ; yet 
they ftill fuppofed him to be a Creature; 
and therefore believed that all the Power 
and Axthority he had, was given to him; 
fo that the worfbip they gave to Chrift 
mutt be sxfertour to that honour they gave | 
‘to the Supreme God, whom they believed 
to be Swpreme, <Abfolute, and Indepes- 
dent. But notwithftanding all this, che 
Fathers by multitudes of Teftismonies al- 
ready produced do condemn the 4rrians 
as guilty of Jdolatry: and therefore they 
‘could not believe, chat the owning of 
_ Saints to be Gods Creatures did alter the 
(245 State 
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State of. the Controverfie, and make fuch | 
Chriftians uacapable of Idolatry. 


2. Icome tothe fecond Period, wherein 9, 4. 
Images were brought into the Chriftian : 
Church, but no wor{bip allowed to be given 
to them. AndI am fo far from thinking, 
that the forbearance of the Ufe of Images, 
was from the frat ¢ complyance with 
the Pagan Idolatry, that I much rather 
believe the introducing of Jmages was 
~ out of Complyance with the Gentile wor- 

foip. For Enfebiws in that memorable ! 
 Teftimony concerning the Statue at Pa- gyps, £2, 
_ Bea, OY Cafarea Philippi, which, be faith, “lef bit. 
was faid to be the Image of Chrift and’ ™ 1% 
the Syrophanician woman, doth attribute 
the preferving the Images of Chrift and 
Peter and Paul to 24 Heathen cuftome, 
_ which, he‘faith, was done dauegguadnzus, 
te. faith Valefiue, inconfiderate c im- 
pradenter, contra veterem difciplinam, 
tncaute : very anadvifedly, and againtt 
the ancient Rules of the Charch, And yet 
(to my greac amazement ) this place of : 
Eufebins is on all occafions produced to 
juftifie the antiquity and worfbip of 
Images: if it had been only brought to 
prove, that Heathenifh cuffomes did by 
degrees creep into the Chriffian Church, — 
_ | after 


a 


A 
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after it obtained eafe and profperity, it 


were a fufficient proof of it.. Not that 
Ithink, this /7age wasever intended for 


Chrift ox the Syrophenician woman, but 


becaule: Eufebins faith, the people had got- 
ten fuch « Tradition among-them'; and 
were then willing to turn their Jmsages to 
the Stortes of the Gofpel, Where they 
finding a Syrophemician Woman making 
her addrefs to our Saviour; and a Trads-— 
tion being among them chat the was of 
this place, and there finding two. Jmages of 


| Brafs, the. one in a Form of a fapplicaat 


upon her. Knees. with her- hands ftretched 
ont , and the other over agains her with 
ahand extended to reseive her, the com- 


| ‘mon people feeing thele figures co agree 


fo luckily, with the story of the Go/pel, 
prefently concluded thefe muft be the very 


~ Images of Chrifhand the Woman, and that 


Mark 5. 


Phot. Cod. 
271. 


43. 


the Woman, our of. meer gratitude, upon 
her return home. was at this great expence 


of two brafs fratues; although the Gofpel 


faith, fhe had fpext all that fhe had. on 
Phy fittans before her miraculous cure: and 
it would have been another miracle, for 
fach an Jmaye of Chrift to. have- ftood 
untouched ina Geatile City daring fo ma- 
ny ‘perfecutions of Chriftians, elpecially 
when 4/terinsin Photing faith, this very 
| | - Statue 
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Statue was demolifbed by Maximinus. T 
confefs it feems. molt: probable co sgt, ta 
bave been the fmage of the City Paneas 
(upplicating to.the Emperour 3 for.1 fad 
the very tame. cepzefentations inthe anci- 
ent Goines; particularly thofe of Achaiz, 
Bithynig,. Macedovia, and  Hifpania 3 
wherein the Provinces are reprefernted in 
the Form of aweman fupplicating, and the !perato- 
Emperour Hadrian in the fame habit and inifp, cot 
poflure, as the wage at Paneas is de- lect.a Duce 
(cribed by Ewfebiws: And chat which adds G2 {4+ 
more probability. to chis. conjecture; is, vart. 7b, 
that Bithynig isig reprefented, becaufe of 3% % 17 
the kindnefs done by ‘Hedriamto Nicomte- paring 
dia.in the reftoring of it after éts fall by Numifn. 
an earthquake, and Cafares is faid by Ewe : 
febius to have fuffered by am earthgnake civon. 
at the fame time ; aud after fuch a Fa~™2144 
vour tothe Citysit wasno wonder to have 
two. fuch brafs/tatwes erected for the Em- 
“ perours. homour< . Bat {uppofing this s7a- 
dition were true, it fignifies no more, than 
that this Gentile cuftome was obferved ty a 
Sprophenician Woman in a Gentile City ; 
and what isthis to the worfbip of mazes 
in Chrijtian Charches? For Eafebiws doth 
plainly fpeak of Géstiles when he faith, it 
is wot tobe wondered that thofe Gentiles . 
who. received benefits by. our Saviour fhould - . 

<_. ° & do 
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do shefe things 5 when, faith he, we fee the 

Images of bis Apoftles Paul and Peter and 

Chrift himfelf, preferved in Pittures being 

_ done in Colours, it being their cuftime to 

honour their Benefactors after this manner, 

I appeal co any man of common. fénfe, 
whether. Ewfebus doth not herein {peak of 

| a meer Gentile cuftome , but Baronius in 
zéron.ad Apight of the Greek willhave it chus, quod 
A.D. $7. majores noftri ad Gentilis con[uetudinius f- 
N2.  militudinem quam proxime accedentes , at 
which place, Jf, Cafaubon fets this Margi- 

nal Note, Grace lege c miraberis ; but, 

a Le this were the fenfe of Eufebizs, 

_ what is to be gained by ir, fave only, chat 

the bringing of Images amony Chriftians 

was a meer imitation of Gentili{m, and 

- introducing the Heathen cuftomes into the 
Chriftian Charch ? Yet Baronius hath fome- 

thing more to fay for this Jmage, viz. 

that being placed ix the Diacomicon 

or Veftry f the Church of Paneas, 

it was there worfbipped by Chrifiians, 

_ Nicepbor. for which he quotes Nicephorus ; whom 
“100 3° at other times he rejectsas a fabulous wri- 
ter, Anditisobfervable, that Philoffor- 

gius (out of whom Nécephorus takes the 

| other circumftances of his relation ) is fo 
Philoforg. far from faying any thing ‘of the wor/bip 
Se bile of this Image, that he faith exprefly the 
oe t | COR 
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contrary, otBons wie ih resnurtvns tduuds 
giving no manner of worfbip to it ; to 
which headds the reafon forit ; because it 
ts not lawful for Chriftians to worfbip 
either Bra or any other matter 3 no not 
although this Image were believed to re- 
prefent Chrift after his Jncarnation. What. 
fhall be faid to fuch an Asther who noc 
only omits fo confiderable a paffage, buc 
puts in wordsof his own directly contrary 
to his. meaning’ The wthor of the Caro- 
bine Book, faith, that allowing thie flory to 
be true -( which by comparing the relation 
of Afterins in Photius with what Exfebins, _ ee 
Sozomen and the reft fay, there feemsto ae inegin, 
be fome reafon to fufpect ) yet tt fignifies ' 4 6.15. 
pothing to the weliis of Images; fuch 4 rs ne 
Statue being eretted by 4 weak ignorant 
Woman, to exprefs her gratitude after 
the beft fafbion among the Gentiles; and 
what doth this fignifie to the Church of : 
God? and [uppofing the miraculous cures = 
to. be wrought by the Herb that grew at 
the foot of the Statue , yet that doth not 
prove any worlbip of Images, but that 
men ought to leave their former Idols, 
aud embrace the true Faith; for, faith 
he, according to the Apoftle figns are not 
for Believers, but for Unbelievers, But 
if we allow the /fory as it is reported by 
| a SOROMER, 
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Sozoms ‘Sosomen, That the Chr iftsens gather ed ap 

ls. co21.the broken fragments of. ihe Statue, and 

| laid them up in. the Cherch, 1 gram it 

proves that thole Chré/lzans did aot abhor 

the #fe .of Jwages, although there be ao 

| proof of aay worfhip chey gave to them: 
Petav, de —_ . 

Incarn, and this feems to be asmuctt as Petaviws 

15. c.13- thinks canbe made of this ftory. a a 

“4 5° But Barenivs is mot, content with the 

Syrophenisian Womens eXample in: chis 

matter of smages, but he produces the 

Baron. ad Apoftles Council at Antioch, and a veyera- 

ae dae ble decree made by them there, which 

commands Chriffians to make lemages of 

| Chri jnflead of Heathen Idols, but out 


otend. a meet forgery, as woof the shings of 


“the letter Greeks, defaith, ore, and yer 
Raronius fab, this Cenex is madeate of 
by the. fecond. Nicene Conscil ; which 
fhews. what excelent Avtharities . that 

Nic. de Council sglyedupon.' Nécolas de Cheman- 
Clemangis gis is {9 far from thinking there was any : 


Saeed Apoftolical decree in this matter, chat he 


celebrat. 


non inftitu faith, the Univer{at Church did decree for 
Hd P1S\« the fake of the Gentile Converts, that there 
 foeutd be no Images at all in Churobes s 

which decree, he faith, wa afterwards 
tole .I would he -had told us by 

Waat Authority ; and why ocher .Com- 

eae ss paaandments 
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mandments aad Decrees. might notbe re- 
pealed as well as that ¢ | 

The firft auchentick Tefimony of any 
thing like /wsages among Chriftians, is that 
of the painted Chalices in Tertullian ; Tertul, de 
wherein Chrift was veprefented under the apli 79 
Emblewe of a Shepherd with a fbecpon 
his back ; ( as it was very ufual among the 
Romans to have Embtesmatical Figures on 
their Caps) bie was ever any man fo 
weak among them, sot,co diftinguith be- 
tween the ornaments of their Caps and 
Glaffes, and their Sacred Images ? How 
ridiculous would thac man have been, 
that fhould have provedat that time thac 
Chriftians worlkipped Jmages, becaufe 
they madeufe of pasated Glaffes ? If chis 
fignifies any ching, why do they quarrel 
with us, that have painted ela/s windows 
ta our Churches? All that can beinferred 
from hence is, that the Charch at that 
time did not think Enmsblematical figures 
- unlawful Orxaments of i or Chalices 
and do we think otherwife? This I con- _ 

fefs doth fufficiently prove chat the Ro- — 
man Charch did think Ornsmental Images 
lawful ; bac ic doth ne more prove the 
— worfbip of Images, than the very fame 
Emblem often ufled before Proteffant 

7 oo ‘Books, 
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Books, doth prove that chofe Books are sors 
foipped byus, 
— [cannot find any ching more that. looks — 
like any evidence for Jmages forthe firff 


three hundred years ;. afterwards, there be- 


gan to be fome appearances of fome, in 
tome places ; buc they.met with different 
entertainment, .according to the feveral 
apprehenfions of men, For although ‘the 
whole Chriftian Church agreed in refufing 
to worlbip Images ; yetthéy were of feve- 
ral opinions as to the Ufe of them. Some 
followed the {trict opinion of Tertullian, 


Clemens Alexandrinas, and Origen, who 
thought the very making of Dmazes anlaw- 


ful; others thoughe ic not anlawfal co 
make them, but to fe. them in Churches, 
as. the Eliberitan Bifbops, and Epiphanius ; 


others choughe it not ##/awfal to have 


S$. Hievot. 
gt Jon. de 


| pittures on a pack of Cards would do. 


Images there, provided 20 worfbip were 
gives to them. Ic is ridiculous to bring 
S. Hierom’s Saucomaria, for any other pur- 
pofe, chan to prove that the Apoftles Images 
were then feen upon their. common drink- 
ing cups, Of which he {peaks; as any one 
may = fee that ps the paifage, and 
the fport he makes with Cesthelivs about 
it: which will prove as much towards the 
worfhip of Jmages, as having the Apoftles 


~ What- 
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. Whatever the cuftome was in Tertalli 
ans time (if at leaft he {peaks of the 
Sacred Chalices) we are fure in S, As-- pre 
guftines time there were no Images of Heat 
mankind on the Sacred Veffels, For ale 
though thefe, faith he, are confecrated to 
facred ufe, and are the work of mens 
hands , yet they have not a mouth and 
fpeak not, nor eyes and fee not, asthe Hea- 
then Images had , and afterwards faith, 
that the Bae ‘figure doth more to de-. 
ceive mankind, as to their worfbip, than 
the want of :fenfe doth to correét their er= 
rour , and the great caufe of the madne[s of — 
Idolatry is, that the likene[s to a living 
Being prevails more on the affections of 
‘miferable men to worlbip them, than their — 
knowledge that they are not living doth to 
the contempt of them. Is it poflible fuch 
aman as S, Astin was, could ufe fuch ex- 
preffions as thefe, if in his time there had 
been any Images then uled or worfhipped 
in Chriftian Churches ? What need he 
have fo much as mentioned the Sacred 
Urenfils, if there had been sacred Images ¢ : 
and how. could he have urged thofe things. 
ainft Heathen Images, which would al- 
~ together have held as well againft chri/ti- 
an? For it was not, the opinion of the 
Heathens he difputed againft, fo much as 
: Mn the 
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the proxenefs of men tobe feduced to wor- 
fhip [uch veprefentations, which they find 

Bellarm. deto be like themfelves. To this Belarmin 
‘Ince 1s % anfwers, that S. Auguftin doth not [a 
‘9° there were no Images in Churches, but on- 
ly that the humane [bape of Images didtend 

— mnuchto increafe their errour who vworfbip- 

ped them for Gods, But would any man of 
common fenfe have ufed thofe arguments 
againtt Imazes, which do not {uppofe 

them alseady worfbipped for Gods 5 but 
imply. the danger of being fedaced to that 
worfbip whereever they are, in cafe there 

were {uch Jwages in Chriftian Churches? 

- The worfbip S. Anguftin {peaks againtt, is 
Adoring, or praying looking on an Image, 

( Quis autem adorat vel orat intuens fims- 
lachrum ) which whofrever doth, faith he, 

is fa affected as to think he is — that 

he. prays before, and may receive help by 

it; and yet chefe perfons S. Augaffis 
difputes againft, declare that they did not 
worlbip their Images for Gods, but only as 

the figns or reprefentations of that Being 

which they worfbipped. Which S. Av 
guftin fhews to be a moft unlikely thing, 
becaule the manner of addre{s, and toe 

fizure of their Images did fhew that they 

did apprehend fomething more thaw meer 

figns in them whatever they pretended, = 

| | : 
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do not deny that there were pictures abroad 
‘in S. Auenftins time, of Chriff and Peter 
and Paai, for himfelf doth mention them ; 
but. he declares fo little reverence for 
them, that he faith they deferved to be 
deceived who looked on them as Books to 
be infiratted by; and it was no wonder to 
fee feigners of falfe doctrines to be led afide 


Aig. dé 
confenfe 
oe 


lt. C108 


_ by painters, By whichic is plain, S. .A¢-. 


paftie did not think Piétares and Images to 
be fuch good helps for the ignorant, as 
was afterwards pretended. And for thofe, 
who-worfbipped Pictures, S, Auguftin doth 
not deny chat there were /#ch in his time, 
bat, he reckows them among the igvorant 


did difbonour their profeffion of Chriftiani- 
ty, So thac although we grant in the 
time of S. Auguftin there were fevetat pi- 
dures Of Holy men mentioned in Scripture 
in feveral places, yet there isno clear evi- 
dence thac they were chen brought into the 
African Charches any more than into thofe 


and sical who by their practifes i, i 


Aig. de 


Ort ous 
Ecelef. 
Cath. 6.344 


of Cyprus or Palefine, but they were in | 


the latterend of che fourth Cesteryin fome 
of the more Ea/fern Churches, as appears 
bythe Te/timontes of Gregory Nyffex, and 


Cad 


Peta, dy 


_ Afferins produced by Petavins and others, Mar. 11g) 
And it is a very probable conjecture of 513". 7 


Daillé, chat in thofe parts of Powtws and 
| Mm 2 Cap- 


Imag he de 
C, 
re 
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Cappadocia, they were firft introduced, out 
of a complyance with Gentili{m ; and in 
imitation of the practice of Gregory Than- 

Nyfen. vit. maturgus, whom NyfJen commends for 
Greta changing the Heathen- Feftivals into Chri- 
“<"*  — ftian, the better to draw the Heathens to 

Chriftianity ; which {eemed a very plau- 

fible pretence, but was attended with ve- 

ry bad fuccefs, when Chriffiantty came to 

be by chis means, but Reformed Pagant/m, 

astothe matter of divine worfbip. ~ This 

fame principle in all probability brought 

the Pigures of Martyrs and others into the 
Prudent. Churches of italy, of which Prudentine and 
ried 5% Paulinus {peak ; and this latter confeffeth, 
‘Paulin, . it was a rare cuftome in his timeto have 
2 Pitwresin Churches, 


—_——pingere [anti as 
Raro more domos. | 


and thought it neceflary to make an Apv- 
Ne" logy for it, which he doth by faying, he 
* looked on this as-agood means to.draw the 
-rude and barbarous people from their 

_ Heathen Cuftomes, changing the pleafure of 
| pittures for that of drinking at the Sepul- 
| hres of Martyrs ; but there is not the 
leaft intimaticn of any worfbip then given 
tothem, | . 


Poem. 
G- p. 6 
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3. After that the Ufe of Images had 9.53 
prevailed both in the Ea/ferz and weftern | 
parts, men came by degrees. to the worfbip 
of them: which isthe third Period obter- 
vable in this Controverfie. As to which 
there are thefe things remarkable, | 

1, Thatit began firft among the zgxo- 
rant and fuperftttious people 5 of whom 
S. Auguftin {peaks in his time, that they 
were the worjbippers of pscturess and af- 


terwards in the Epiftle of Gregorins A1:Gree.Ep 7 


to Serenus Bifbop of Marfeilles it is obfer-" 9°? 9% — 
vable, that the people began to worjbip the | 
Images in Churches in perfect oppofition to 
— Serenus their Bifbop ; who was fo much 
difpleafed at it, that he demolifbed them, 
and brake them in pieces: which act of 
his fo exafperated them, that they fepa- 
rated from bis Communion. The news of 
this coming to Rome ( probably from fome 
Of thele Ses fmsaticks, who alwayes loved 
totake Samé#uary in Rome, and appeal thi- 
ther againft their Bifbops, ) the Pope writes 
— tothe Béfbop abour it by one Cyriacus, he 
ights the Popes Letters, as if he could 
not believe they were written by him ; 
Gregory being nettled ac this, writes again 
— tohims and reproves him for breaking 
— down the Jmsages, but commends him for 
, Mm 3 “BOL 
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not allowing the worfbip of them. So 
that we find the firlt beginning of the wor- 
{hip of Images in thele weffernm parts to 
have been bythe foiy and fuper/fition of 
, the People exprefly again(t the ws of their 

| own Bifbopand the Bifbop of Rome, Bel- 
pel, de. larmin Caith, that Gregory only reproved 
nae. |. 2 she Super ftrtions worfbip of Fmages, We. 
"°° that by which they are worfbipped as Gods, 
Which is a defperate fhift in a bad Canfe: 

For if Gregory had intended any kind of 
worfbip to be given to Images, could he 

‘not have expreffed it himfelf ¢ He {peaks 

plain enough about this matter in all other 
things, why did he not in diftinguifhing 

what wor/bip was to be given to Images, 

and whatnot? we-praifed yous faith he, 
| that you forbad the worfbip of Images (fo 

- adorari mutt be rendred, and not accord- 

ing to the modern fenfe of Romifh Au- 

thors who would againft all fenfe and rea- 

fon appropriate that word to, Soveraign 
Worfbip) but we reprehended you for break- 

ing them. It is one thing to worfoip an 
Image, and another thing to learn by it 

» what is to be worfbipped. That ought not 

to be broken down which was fet ap in 
Churches not to be worfbipped, but Only to 
inftrudt the minds of the Ignorant. Would 

any man of common fenfe have faid — 

that 


- (535) | : 
that did allow any mworfbip of Images? 
Would Bellarmix, otf T.G. of any that 
embrace the fecond Nicene and Tridentine 
Council have {aid that Images are fet up in — 
Charches ad inftruendas folammodo men- 
tes nefcientium ¢§ oly to inftruck the ig- 
morant ? Nay — goes yet farther, | — 
and tells Seremus, be ought to call his Peo- ... 
ple together, and fhew them from Scré- 
pture that it ws not lawful to worlbip the 
Work of mens hands, becaufe it is written, 
Thow {halt worfbip the Lord thy God, and 
him only {halt thou ferve. Which very 
place Anaftafius Bifbop of Theopolis,in his 
Epiftle produced in the fecond Nicene.conil. Nix 
Council, thus expountis ; Afark, faith he, iz 4” 
only és joymed to ferve, and mot to wor- 
foip, adorare. quidem licet, fervire ne- 
quaguam, faith the Latin Tranflation 
there 5 worfbip of other things « lawful. 
but not the fervice, whichis directly con- 
trary to whac Gregory faith, who makes 
the wor{bip of any other thing unlawful 
from thefe words ; and to conclude all, 
Gregory faith, forbid not thofe who wonld 
make Images ; adorate vero Imagines 
modis omnibus devita, bat by all means 
avoid the worfbip of them. What! no 
kind of worfbip to be allowed chem ¢ no 
diftinttion of an inferiour, howorary, rela- 
. eG Mm 4 sive 
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sive worfbip? no,notthe leaft tittle tend- 
ing that way. But our ddverfaries run 
from this Eps/fle to another to Secundinus 
to help them out, where they fay Gregory 
approves the wor/hip of Images ; to which 
no other anfwer is needful, than that all 
that paffage is wanting in the Ancient 


James =MS..as Dr. Fames hath attefted upon a 
Corrupt. 


- ofthe Fa- diligent examination of them: and how- 


thers,pa.2ever, Ought to be interpreted according to 

P76 his deliberate fentence in the Epéftle to 

‘ Serenus, where he not only delivers his 

judgement, but backs it with the frozge ft 
Reafn, © oa 

2, That the worfbip of Zmages nofoon- 

- er prevailed, but: ic’ was objected againft 

the Chriffians by the Fews and Gentiles. 

Thus itappears in the Apology of Leonti- 

us Bifboy of Neapolis in Cyprus, written 

againft the Fews, and read in the fecond 


conil. Ni- Nicene Coupcil (and if the Teffimony of 


cen. 2. att. Conflantinus Bifoop Of Conftantia in Cy- 
* P23 ovus there extant, may be taken, he flou- 
-rifhed in the time of Afauricius ) in-which 

the Few is introduced, apbratding the chri- 
ftians with breaking the Commandment of 

Godin the worfhip of Images, and Leontius 

is pat to miferable fhifts to defend it.Andin 

the difpute between the Few and the Chri- 
ftian in the fifth Action of that Council ; the 
ee re «Few 
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Few faith, 2am (candalized at You Chri- ag. sj. 
_ftians, becanfe you worlbip Images, ex- 35% | 
prefly againft the Command of God. And 
in the défcourfe of Fobn Bifbop of Theffalo- 
nica, the Gentile. faith, Do not You Chri- p- 354 
ftians not only paint the Images of Your. 
Saints, and worfbip them, but even the. 
Image 0 Fal God too ? fo likewife think, 
that we do not worfbip the Images them- 
felues, but thofe incorporeal powers which 
are worfbipped through them. And this © 
learned Bifbop to make our the difparity 
between the Heathens and them flyes to 
this. lamentable: refuge, that they did not 
believe. the Angels to be incorporeal as the 
Gentilés did, and therefore might better 
make Images of them. ‘Which is not the | 
thing I now obferve ; but only, that as 
foon asthe worfhip of Images began, the 
Chriftians were fafficiently upbraided with 
it, by their enemies ; and cherefore ic is 
moft unreafonablé to fuppofe, that if the 
fame worfbip had prevailed before, the . 
Fews and Gestiles would not have ob- 
jeted the fame thing ; when there were 
men thac wanted neither advantages, nor 
ill willtodoit. | 

3. That when the Costroverfie about 
_ the worfbip of Images grew hot, the de- 

fenders of them made ufe of Treafon and 
—— a , Rebellion 
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Rebellion to tmaaintain their Casfe, It 
-’. would make one wonder to fee. how.a late 
Hiftory of pretended Author of the Hiffory of the 
the Icono- 7eopoclaf's in Englith hath endeavoured to 


clafts pre- . ; 
cended to accomodate that Hé/fory to our Reforme- 


be pub- ~ sion in England, making Henry 8. to be 


mee Leo ffaurisus and Queen Mary tobe Frese, 


_ but writ- (€ which is not much for her honour. ) 


ten 1674 Bur fuppole Hexry 8. to be Leo, on whole 


or rather 


extrated fide lay the charge of. Rebellion, which it 


ourof — ismoftcertain the Pope and his adherents 


Maine . 
homes were guilty of towards Leo ? For Grego- 


Fresch = ry 3. confeffes in his. Epiftle to Leo, that 


| sph the people rebelled againfe. him, out of zeal 


oi na rs t eng. 3h and Onupbréus faith, that 
dps, ali realen o. 0's appofition to Images, 
oe : ‘s png Hae psttee the manne of 
2. the Empire in \taly. -And this worthy 
Hiftorian himlelf faith, that the Romans 

aed others then fubjedto Leo did not on- 

by throw down bis Statues from the bigh 
places and pillars whereon they flood, but 
wold no longer pay bim any Tribute or 
Hiftory of obey bis Orders ; and he confefles after- 
aa wards, that upon the Popes infligation they 
«began a Defexfive Confpiracy for Relivion ; 
2-47¢ ( Juft fuch another as the /rifh Rebellion ; 
which that Author hath heard of ) ox/y 

this was far more bloody and cruel than 

she other, But P.T. is concerned - 

| 7 crnhe 
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the Popes honour, faying, that what the 
Pope intended only for adefenfive Confede- 
vacy for Religtos, (fore againft the Popes. — 
will) proved an offenfive con(piracy agasmft 
the Emperours temporal Right 3 in fo mach : 
thatall aly renounced his. dominion, Was Anaftafhie 
the forbidding the paying Tribute to che £2?-134 
Emperour only a defeafive confederacy for nal.To. 3. 
Religion? Yet this Anaftafins Bibliothecari-?-@s- fe 
3, Zonaras, Cedrenus, Glycas, Theophanesy 1.1. p. 
Sigebert, Otto Frifingenfis, Comratius lr- 453- 
pergenfis, Sigemins, Rubews and Céiacconi- Giyc. Ay 
us all agree to have beea done by the Pape, %/.part.ge 
upon the Emperours declaring againft the Soph | 
worfoip of images. But I need go no farther if. p33ee 
thancthis* Hifforian, whodelivers this for oe oe 
the doctrine of this Pope in a Synod at Rome Otto Fri- 
on-behalf of Jmages, viz, That tt is againft pet S° 
reafonte believe, God wonld have a mul ‘oer. ad 
titude of mén,or ah mankind tobe damned 4.718. 
rather then refit with armes, falfe do- semiert 
itrine favoured by one or a few Soveratens, 1.3. 
feeing Chrift dyed rather to fave Souls Sala 
than to humour Soveraigns, Molt primi- ciaccon 
tive and Catholick doctrine! and: happily 7”. Gree. 
applyed to the worfbip of Images. But of the eos 
he goes on, as if he had been giving. inftru- noclafts, © 
- Gtions for another Rebellion s that the Rule ® 5% 
whereby they ought to judge of the time — 
 andlavefulnefs of their refiftance,muft not 
i | be 
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be their own fancies, but areal danger of 
altering the Catholick Faith, and the. So- 
versigns aitual endeavours to do it.. So 
thae according to this bleffed dottrine, a 
Rebellion on the account of Religion, is a 


. jaft and holy war ; and is it not eafie to. 
' difcern what fuch men would be at, who 


deliver this as the Doctrine of their Head 
of the Charch in a Council of a If. 
Gregory. faid fuch things, he did bur 


- {peak agreeably to his actings ; if he did. 


not, we know at leaft the mind of this 
Hifforian ; who feems to have calculated 


his hiftory for a a¢eridian nearer home, 


4» Icisobfervable, how great and appa-. 
renta change was made in the doétrine and 
practice of the Roman Church in this mat- 


ter of Jmages, between the time of the two _ 
* Gregories, the firft, and the fecond, i... 
-- +. between 4. D, 604. wherein the fix/t Gre- 
. gory -Gied,-and 4.D. 714. wherein the. 


fecond was made Pope. ‘It would afford a. 
man fome pleafure to compare the &piftle 
of Gregorius M,’ to Seresus, with thole of 
Gregory 2. to the Emperour Leo, and yet 


_ both thefe according to the Roman pre- 


tence Infallible Heads of the Charch. We 
have already feen what the former Gre- 
portes opinion was, let us now compare it 
with his. Name-fakes.. He charges che 
= + ie _ Emperour 
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Emperosr Leo with ufing the very fame 
words that his predecetiour had done in 
this matter, viz. that we are not to wor: pt a F 
[hip the work of mens Hands , whereas, tae. 
faith he, very wifely, thofe words were 
fpoken in Scripture for the fake of {uch Pa-. 
ganifh Idolaters, who worfbipped golden, ~ 
and filver, and wooden Animals (the . 
Pope calls them sa ) and faid, thefe are 
thy Gods, and there « no other God be- 
fides: (as though there ever had been 
fuch Fools in the World!) aad for the 
fake of thefe works of the Devils bands we 
are commanded not to worlbip them: but 
whatever is made by men for the bonow 
of God ought to be worfbipped ; in {pight of 
his Predeceflours definition to the con- 
' traryinthe very fame cafe. And then he 
tells a very worfbipful ftory of the Pé- 
_ thures that were taken of Chrift and bis 
Apoftles by their Difciples ; and of the 
Image Chrift fent for «a prefent to the — 
King of Edefla ; it is great pity the Ve- 
vonica was forgotten by him ; but that 
piece of Antiquity was not yet known, 
Then, be bids the Emperour go among the 
boys at School, and if he foould fay among 
them that he was anenemy to Images, they 
| would throw their Table- books at his Head ; 
_ becaufe Children alwayes love Pictures, 
and = 
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anda litele after, he faith, te was Like Oni- 


as the King of the Fews that daftroyed the 


brazen Serpent. Ac feems the Brble was 


a a then a Book not much ftudyed by the Head 


of the Church: for was it indeed Oxi. 


that demolithed the drazem Serpent ? and 


was this {uch areproach to Leo to be com- 
pared to good Mezékiah ? And fo very 


Jearnedly.he falls to the tomimending the 


brazen Serpent, and inveighing again 
that infalent King thet brake it in pieces? 


- Was.not this a hopeful piece of safallsbi- 


lity ! After this, our learned Hiftosian 


--Hiftory of igh > the Pope declared bins met asly an 


e Icono- 
clafts, 


P> 55° 


Hoeretick, bat an Herefiarch 5 for what t 
befeech him ¢ for being: of the «fame opini- 
on as:to: the worfhip of Images, chat his 
Predscefjour.Gregory had been of ¢ But ite 
how the cafe is alrered in a hundred years! 
Inmy mind, che Bpercur Leo asked a vety 


pertinent Qveffion of the Rope ; How comes 


st to pals that the fis. General Councils ne- 
uer [aid a word.of Images, if they were 
fuch.necef[ary things ? And the Pope made 
as impertinent an anfwer, Azd why; 


faith the Pope, déd they (ay nothing of 


| Greg. 2» 
po 2» 


eating and drinking ? itfeems Jusagesin 


his.qpinion were as neceflary to Religion, 


as meat and drink to our bodies; for, he 
faith, the Fathers carried their {mazes 
; 0 
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to Council with them, andtravelled with 
them ; and.} fuppofe flept with them too, 
as Children do with their Babies, 


5. The artifices and methods ought to b.6. 
be obferved. whereby fuch a caufe as the “" © 
worlbip of Images, was advanced and de- 
fended. For being deftitute of any co- 
lour from Scripture, Reafon, or Antiquity, 
there was a neceffity of making ule of 
other means to fupply the want of thefe. 
Such as, : 

1. Reprefenting their Adverfaries to 
the greateft difadvamtage ; which isdone 
to purpofe in the fifth .4¢##0n of the fecond. — 
Nicene Council, The demolithing of concit. wi 
Images was condemned. in Serenus by ea 
Gregory asan act only of intemperate zeal Lah. 
4nd indifcretion ; but nqwit was become 
herefie, morfe than berefie, Fudsifmn, Sama- 
"itanifm, Manichaifm, nay worfe than all 
thefe, This Tarafivs offers to prove in 
the beginning of that .Aéfion, from S. Cy- 
vil, he compares them with Webachadnez- 
ar, who Lefroyed the Cherabim s from — 
Simeon Stylites, to the Samaritans; and 
John the pretended Vicar of the. Oriental 
Bifbops faith, the Sansaritans are worfe 
than other hereticks ; therefore they ought 
to be called Samaritans 5 and Conflanti- 

| | ane 


“ 
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nus Bifbop of Conftantia in Cyprus faith, 


#349 


they are worfe than Samaritans, After- 
wards the fame Fobz faith, (ee how clearly 
we have demonftrated that the Accufers 


of Chriftians (in this matter of Jnsages ) 
_are partakers with Nebuchadonofor, and 


P3700 
2. 383. 


Samaritans, and Fews and Gentiles and 
Manichees, and thofe who denyed that 
Chrift was come in the Flefo. Why? 


what is the matter 2 what article of the 
Chriftian Faith have they. denied? what ! 


have they renounced Chriftianity, and 
been circumcifed !| No: but worfe ; be- 


ing Chriftians they call the worfbip of 


p- 386. | 


Images Idolatry, O dangerous herefie, 
and horrible blafphemy ! But it may be 
worth our while to confider a little the 
account which Tarafius defires Fohas to 
give the Council of the beginning of this 
moft deteftable herefie ; viz. that after 
the death of Solyman Caliph of the Arabs, 
Homar fucceeded him, after whom followed 
Ezid or Jezid 4 vain man, in his time 
there was at Tiberias one Sarantapechys a 
Leader of the Fews, anda Magician ; who 
promifed long life to the Chaliph og con- 
dition be would do what he would have 
him; which he prefently undertook. with 
great promifes of rewards tobim s then the 
Few required am Editt for the demolifhing 

4 : ana 
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tnd defacing all the Images in the Chrifti- 
42 Churches, which was accordingly exe- 

cuted by the Fews. and Arabs, The news 

of which excited the Bifbop of Nacolia, 

and thofe about him to do the fame thing , 

but Jerid Kved not above two years and a 

half after, and his Son Ulid deftroyed this 

Few, and the Images were again reftored, 

This was'the ftory told and approved in. 
the Council; but Zonaras (aith, they were Zonar, Ar: 
two Fews who perfwaded Jerid to pablifh re 
his Edith againft Images, and that he dyed ee | 
within the year. and that his Son feeking to 
punilb then, they were fled into Vauria, 
where they met with Leo then a young man 
to whom they foretold the Empire, and made 
bim promife them that when he came to it. 
be would do one thing for them : which 
one thing proved to be the deftruition of 


_ Amages 5 and they challenging their pro- 
— maife when he was now Emperour gave the 


occafion to the terrible perfecution of 


_ dmages, Cedrenns faith, that afew years codey 


«Before the Reign of Leos fome Fews of Lao- bif. 1. 8 


dicea i# Pheenicia went to Jezid, and ob- 43%) 
tained the Editt againf? Images, and then 


he tells. che reft of the ftory, as Zonaras 


did, Theophanes faith, it wae but ome rin 


| Few of Laodicea, and that Jerid aged. be- chronagi - 


| Sore the Ediét was publifbed in all parts of 336 
FE: | Nn - his 
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= his Dominions, and faith, thi was in the 
on et feventh year of the Empire of Leo. Con- 


Mich.Glye Jantinus Manaffes, and Michael. Glycas 
Anal. Only mention the Fews foretelling the Em- 


| parte 4.— 


p21, pire to him, and putting him upon the de- 
| ftruction of Images, without the other cir- 
- cumftances. Let the Reader now judge 
whether this be not a probable. {tory 5 

and purpofely invented to caft the odzwmz of 
rejecting the worfhip of Jwsages on the 

Fews and Saracens ? as.though it could ne- 

ver have come from any Chrifiian. Jt was 

one Few, faith the Vicar of the Oriental 
Bifbops ; they. were two Fews or more, {ay 

the Greek hifforians, It was a Few of 
Tiberias, faith Fobn 5 no, faith Cedrenns, 

_ they weretwo Fews of Laodicea ; but one 

faith Theophanes, Thefe Fews met’ with 

Leo when he wus a young man ana fore- 

told the Empire tobim,{ay Zonaras, Ma- 

naffes and Glycas ; but a few years before 

the Reign of Leo, faith cedremes 3 nay, 

) faith Theophanes, it was in the fevexth year 
Baron. A. of Leos tn the eighth, faith Baronins, for 
ys") Jerid did mot reign before. Was there 
_. _everamore confftenc /fory than this? But 
Biftory of the Author of. ch ate biftory of the Lco- 


the Icono- 


“clatts, p. #oclafts, thinks he hath found out a [4/ve 


28,33 for thefe contradi€tidns. For he makes 
 - two feveral Editts under two. Jezids 
. “od Ft ' .  . that 
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that were Chaliphs ; the former of thé 
two Fews about A. D.686. who were 
the men that foretold the Empire to Leo 5 
and the other of Saxantapechys to Jezid the 
fecond in the time of Leo ; this he hath 
borrowed fromthe French Author, as he 
hath done allhis quotations (and I much 
— queftion by his manner of. citing chem, 
whether he ever faw the Books he quotes 
in his Zé/e.) Butthis is faid wichout the 
leaft fhadow of proof; for no one. of -all 
the Héfforians, ever mention two Ediés: of 
the feveral Fezids; but all pretend to tell 
‘the very fame ftory. Andis ic probable 
that the ¢wo Fews who foretold che Em- 
pire to Leo, .D. 686. fhould come to 
Conflantinople tO Leo, after A. D. 723. 
when Leo began to oppofe Jmayes 3 meer-_ 


ly with a defign toextirpate mages,with- ~~ 


out propofing any other advantage to them- 
felves by the Emperour, as the Greek hiftos 
vtans fay ¢ Credat Fudeus. .They ase a 
fortof people, chat know how to improve 
fach an advantage to better purpofess and — 
their zeal againft Images was never fo 
Preat, asthe love of their own Profic. Buc 
our Enghi{b Hifforian is noc content with 
the Fables of the Greeks; buc he makes 
more of his own. For, he faith, thefe 
| were Samaritan Secharies, who were more 
2.0” UN precife 
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“precife than the rej? of the Fews, and were 
“much troubled at the Cherubims in the 
: Temple, and more at the refpect which the 
thriftians tendered tothe Images of Chrift 
and bu Saints, I never {aw a more pit- 
-tiful pretender to Hiffory chan this Author 5 


who, if he offers to add to, or vary from 
his Original, he makes the matter worfe 


' .thanhe found it. For not one of his As- 


‘thorsinthe Margin, fay they were Same- 
‘ gitans but only Hebrews, as Zonaras, and 


" Cedrenus s his other Authors Elpacinus, 


and the Chronicon Orientale have not one 
word about it, where they mention Fezsd 
the Chaliphof Arabia, And yet granting 
they were Samaritans, there is not the leaft 
ground for-hisfaying,they were more precife 
in this matter of Images than the reft of 


‘Epiphan._ the Fews ; for Epipbanias himfelf, whom 


lex. bere. h 


Samarit. 
pe 2 Se 


e quotes, fufpects chem of fecret Idolatry 


_ in Moant Gerizim, andthe Fews general- 


ly chargechem withit: for they fay, chey 


‘ worlhip the Image of a Dove on Mount 


Exercit. 
Anti-Ma- 
vin. Sethe 
16. 


.Gerizim 3 which Maimonides affirms of 
them with great confidence, and Obadias 
: Bartenora, with feveral others. Ic was 
therefore very unhappy for this Héfforsan 


_.to pitch upon'thesamaritan Sectaries of all 


others,as the Begénaers.of the herefie of the 
Fconoclafis, . And wasit not luckily done to 
a - begin 
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“begin a Hiffory with fo 7 afalfhood! — 
But this was a pretty artifice to poflefs his 
Reader at the entrance, that none but sa- 
maritan Settaries could be enemies to the 
worfbip of Images: which, he knew, to 
have been che method of the fecond Coan- 
cil of Nice : only he purfued it wich 
greater Ignorance thanthey, = =) 
2. By fabulous flories and lying Atira- 
cles, O€ che former we have many in- . 
ftances inthe 4c#ions of that famons Coun- Concil. Ni- 
cil; but I fhall only mention that out of 1% 34° 
the Limonarion of the pretended Sophromins ~ 
about the Spérit of Fornscation haunting a 
Monk who had an Image of the Bleffed 
Virgin , to whom the Devil faid, If thou 
wilt not worlbip that Image, 1 will trouble 
thee no more. But the Devil would noc 
tell him this great fecret till he had fo- 
lemnly promifed him, he would reveal ic 
to-nobody. The Afonk next day toldic =. 
to the Abbot Bheodore, who affured him 
he had better go into all the Stews in the ~ 
City, than leave of the worlbip of that — 
Image ; withwhichthe Afonk went away 
much comforted, But the Devil foon af- 
ter charged him with perjury 5 the Adonk 
replyed, he had for[worn to God and aot — 
to him. Upon which fobs Vicar of the 
Oriental Bifbops, faid, tt was better to for- 

Na 3 [wear 
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fovear ones felf, than to keep an oath for 
the deftruction of Images. And concern- 
‘ing miracles, it is obtervable, that Tarafi- 

y-223 ws confefles, that their Images did work 
nonein their dayes: becaufe miracles were 
for unbelievers ; and yet Manzo a Bifbop 

258 “there prefent faith, he was cured of a dt-— 

feafe by laying an Image of Chrift upon the 

“pelle de part affe ded. Bellarmin and Barontus 

cript-Et- fay, the miracle of the Image at Berytus 
clit in. : : 

Jitbanag Was Gone in thofe times 5 and yet after 

porot.ad the reading the ftory ( which made the 
pes good Fathers weep ) Tharafius faith thofe 
words, which make this ftory, by com- 
paring thefe circumftances together, appear 
ameer Fabulous impofture. For in the 
Council of ‘Nice, the ftory is reported as 
written by S. Athanafias near four hundred 
_-yeats before ; but not only chofe uthors 

sigh. — but Sigebert faith ic was done 4. D. 765. 

| pie 7 and Lanebecius undertakes to prove that 

Lambe. this ftory was never writt8a by S. Athaza- 

commen’: sfius, But moft remarkable is the paflage 
ath. Vin Which Eatychiws the Patriarch of Alexan- 

_ dobn.l. Yedria relates. concerning the occafion of 

 ayebii “Theophilus the Emperours extirpating 

An, To. 2+ Images out Of Churches. One of the Cour- 

2: 448 -giers had told him there was an Image of 

the Bleff[ed. Virgin, from whofe breafs- 
there dropt Milk upon ber day; but pstee 
Pte f° eo cing 
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being made the Cheat was difcovered,. the 
Church officers executed, and all Images 
prohibited. If all the Inspoftors of this — 
kind were deale with after the fame man- 
ner, there would be fewer pretenccs to 
miracles wrought by Images Fae are, 

3. By crying up thofe for Afartyrs, '— - 
who fuffered’ for the worfhip of Images, 
and oppofing the Jmperial Edicts for pull- | 
ing themdown. Thus Pope Gregory 2. in Gre. S 
his Epiffle to Leo magnifies the zea/ of the’. 
women who killed the Emperours Officer 
who was fent to demolifo the Image of 
Chrift called Antiphoneta, and afterwards 
fuffered themfelves for the tumult they 
raifed in the City. Buc this was not the 
only 4d# of Zeal in the women in this, 
god Caufes for as Baronins relates it, out Baron. ad 
of che Aéts of Stephanus éxtant in Dama- a ii 
fcens Works, when a new Patriarch was * 
fet up in the room of Germanus, they {hook 
off a Modefty, and ran into the Church, 
and threw ftones at the Patriarch, and 
called him Hireling, wolf, and what not? 

One need not wonder at the mighty zea/ of . 

the Women in this Caufe, for as Pope Gre- 

 . gory notably obferves on behalf of Zmages, 

the women were wont to take the little Gree-2 
Children in their arms, and fhew them? * 
this and the other Image s which contri- 

| — Nn 4 buted 
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puted mightily co the infallibitity of Oral 
Tradition: when the Women and Nurfes 
could point with their Fizgersto the -Arté- 
cles of Faith elegantly exprefled in Ps- 

| Gares, which the Children did delight ta 
Jook upon, The great number of AZar- 
tyrsin this Caufe, of which Baroziaus glo- 
ries, confifted chiefly of Women and 
Monks, who were the moft zealous Cham- 
ae init, And the date Héfforian can 
ardly abftain from making the Evpre/s 
Irene a Martyr in this Caufe; for in his 
Hiftory of Epz/tle co the Queen (a Lady of fo incom- 


_ fhe lcono: parably greater Virtue and Goodne(s, that 


! 


piftle De- it is an affrontcto her Adaje/2y to commend 


flicat. — fach an oneto her protecfion ) he had the 


P35" boldnefs to tell her that ‘the only imputa- 
tion which affaults thofe Princeffes repute 

(viz. Irene and Theodora) was their piety 

in reftoring the Religious ufe and vene- 

ration of holy Images to the — Empire. 

What can be expected from {uch an Hiffo- 

Zonar. An- rian, Who durftin the face of the World 


hal. To. 4. ieffy {O impudent: 
ai cell her Majefty fo impudent a falfhood ¢ 


Cedven.p. For Zowaras, Cedrenus, Glycas, Theopha- 


473 nes, Conftantinus Manaffes, although 


Che. Pe Friends to the worfbip of Images, yet all 


Q85. ne ; a Oy oF 

Theoph. p. accule Irene Of Intolerable Ambition and 
98. Cruelty to her Son, the Emperour Con- 
é anal]. p. “* : ‘ . . 15 - . ‘ ‘ 

go, 91. fPantine, and to all bis Kindred. Nay, 
BO : Baroniue 
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Beronius himfelf ( who minceththe mat- pays: a4 
ter as much as'may be) faith, That if 4,796.28, 


foe ufed thofe cruelties to her Son, owt of 


y 


a defire of Empires asthe Greek Hiffort-— 


ans fay fhe did, be was worfe than Agrip- 
pina : dat Conf, Maxaffes, as zealous as 
any feriJmages, makes her worfe than a 
Tigre, or Lion, or Bear, er Dragon for 
ber cruelty; and he can think of no Pa- 
rallel for her among women bat Medea, 
And was not this an excellent Confeffour at 
leaft, if not a AZartyr inthis Caufe? a 


Perfor fit to be commended to her AZa- 


jefties protection, as one that fuffered only 
under the imputation of her zeal for 


Images ? Butif any be en upto believe 


Hes, fome muft be firft given up to tell 
them. And if this doughty Hiftorian 
hath any honour or Confctence left, he 
ought to beg her AZajefties pardon, for of- 
fering fuch an affront to her. But what 


had Queen Mary deferved at his — | 
] 


that in his Key to his Hiffory, he fhou 
compare her to the Emprefs Irene ? 

4.. By pretending to Antiquity. This 
might juftly be wondred ‘at in fo clear evi- 
dence to the contrary, as I have made to 


Pref.pe2ts 


appear in this matter: but however,among | 
the égvorant and fuperftitiows multitude, 


the very pretending to it gocsa great way. 


a 
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Adastys, Thus the Patriarch Germanus boatted of 
jun. apd, Fathers and Councils tox Insage-worfhip to 

Danalit she Emperonr Leo, but what Fathers, ‘or 

| Councils did the aged Patriarch mean ? 
_- why did he not name and produce them to 
ftop the Emperours Boras. againft 

Baron, ad Images ?- Baroniws contefleth, there were 
_ 4725+ 9 Councils which had approved the wor- 

#6. ; | | 

= [bip of Images by any Canons, but becaufe 
they never condemned it, ~~ conftantly 
prattifed, it was fufficient. All che mit- 
chief is, this conftant practice is as far 
from being proved, as the definition of 
Councils, If the pidfure Chritt fent to 
Abgarus Kixg of Edeffa, orthofe drawn 
by S.Zuke, or the forged Canon of the 
Council of Antioch, or the counterfeit 
Authority of S, Athanafius about the 
- Image at Berytus; if {uch evidences as 
thefe will do the: bufinefs ; they have 
abundance of Amtiquity on their fide : but 
if we be not fatisfied with thefe, they will 
call-us Hereticks, orit may be, Samar;. 
tan Sectaries, and that isall we are to éx- 
pect in this matter, 7 
5. The Council of Nice had atrick be- 
yond this, wiz. burning, or Serprelling | 
- all the writings that were againft them, — 
conciNic. The Popes Deputies in the fifth Agtion 
2. afl. $+ made the mpotion, which was received and 
P+ 387- Ne a ee es se cone 
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_confented to by the Cowncil: and they concitasa 
made a Canon to that purpofe, That all can9. 
writings againft. Images foould be brought | 
into the Patriarch of Conftantinople, u- 

der pain of Anathema if 4 Laick, or De« 
pofition, if tn Orders ( and this without 

any limitation as to Asthors or Time,) and 

there to he difpofed of among heretical 
Books, - So that itis to be wondred, fo much 
evidence fhould yet be left in the AZonu- 
ments Of Antiquity againft the worfbip of 
Emagess 


As to what concerns the matter of Ar- 9, ”: | 
— gument for the worfbip of Images produced “ “” 
in this Age, I muft leave that to its pro- 
per place; and proceed tothe laft Period, 
as tothis Controverfie, which is neceflary 
for difcerning the Hi/fory and the state of 
ne (nk) | | | 
4. When the Doétrine and Pragtice of 
_ Image-worfbip was fettled upon the princie — 
ples allowed: and defesded in the Romaz 
Church. Wherein I thalldo thefe 2 things, 

- x, [fhall thew what additions have been 

to this doctrine ang practice fince the 
Wicene Council, — : =, 

2. Wherein the prefent praétice of 
Image-worfhip in the Roman Church doth 
confift, and upon what principles it is de-- 
Gade, “a, For 
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i. For the additions that have been 


_ made in this matter fince the Wicexe Coun- 


cil. And thofe lie efpecially in two 
things, © | ee. 3 

1. Inmaking /wsagesof Godthe Father, 
‘and the Holy Trinity, 2.In the manner 
of wor{bip given to Images. : 
4. Inmaking Images of God the Father 
and the Trinity. It is eafie to obferve © 
how much the moft earneft pleaders for 
Images did then abhor the making of any 


— Image of God, SoGreyory 2. inhis Epi- 


Greg. 2 
ep.ad Leon. 
ANE e 


ftle to Leo faith exprefly, They msade xo 
Images of God, becaufe it %s impoffikle to 
paint or defevibe him; but if we had 
{een or kwows him, as we have. done bis 


Son, we might have painted aud repre- 


| Cone: 
apift. a 
Fob.Synad. 
in alt. 4. 


. Concil.Nice 


pe 29Te 
~Dama(cen. 
erat. 1. de 
Imag. 
Ps 747+ 


Orat. 2. | 
p- 759 


fented him too, as well as his Son.. Wwe 
make no Image. or. Likenefs of the invi- 
fible Deity, faich the Patriarch Germanu, 
whoms the bigheft Orders of Angels. are 
not able to comprehend. If we. cannot 
paint the Soul, faith Damafcen, how much 
lefscan we reprefent God by an Image, 
who gave that Betng to the foul which 
cannot be painted ? what Image can be 


made of bim, who is invifible, incorporenl, 


withont quantity, magnitude, or form? — 
we (bould err indeed, faith he, éf we fhould 
make am Image of God who cannot be 
a ' seen 3 


A oy ; 
4 4 ees 
4 
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feen; and the fame he repeats in other gy. 
places, who ws there, in hw fenfes, faith p.767,768 
Stephanus Junior, that would go about | 
to paint the Divine Nature, which ws 
immaterial and incomprehenfible ? For if Acta Steph, 
me cannot reprefent him in our minds, Jun. ta 
how. much lefs can we paint him in co- p.805. 
‘lours? Now thele four, Gregory, Ger- - 
manus, Damafcen, and Stephanus were 
the moft renowed Champions for the De- 
fence of Images and didcertainly{peak. 

_ the fenfe of che Charch at thac time: T0 conc.nie2: 
the fame purpofe {peak Fob. Theffalonicen- «tt. 4, 5, 
fis, Leontins, and cthers in the Nécene € 7 
Council. The Greek Author of the Book 
of the #fe of Zmages according to the fenfe 2b/soth. 
of the fecond Council of Nice (publithed Co. 

by Aforellius and Fronto Ducseus) goes far- 70.19.7375 
ther, for he faith, That.no Images are 

_- to be made of God, and if any man go 
about. it, he is ‘to fuffer death as a Pagan. 

By which it appears that according tothe — 
fenfe of this. Council, the making any. _ 
_Images of God-was lookedonas a part.of  : - 
Heathen Idolatry, Bat whena breach is 

onte made,. the waters donot ftopjuftac . .. 
the mark, which the firft makersof the 

. breach defigned : Other menthought they 

, had asmuch reafon to go a litele farther, _ 
astheyhadrogothusfar, “Thence byde- 

—_ : grees 


= piiaeast tas tae @ ey! “= 


~ 


Hco8- 
.... purpofe he {peaks in another place. Ie 
_ feems then by the confeffion of Baronins no 


Barons ad 
“A - D. 


chriftian. 
Lup. note 
an Canon, 

- Conc. Sept. 
Giffert.t.ge 
RII75. 
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® i fal cnftom, éf fuch Images had been an- 
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grees the Zmages of God the Father, and 
the Holy Trinity came into the Roman 
Church, -and che making of’ thefe Images 
defended upon reafons which feemed to 
them as plaufible, as thofe for the Jmsazes 
of Chrifé upon his appearing in our Na- 
ture ; for fo God theFather might be repre- © 
fenced not in hishature, ~buc as he is faid 
tohave appearedinthe Scriptures. Baro- 
niws, in his Marginal Notesonthe Epi/fle 
of Gregory, faith, Afterwards it came 
into ufe to make Images of God the Fa-- 


| ther, and of the. Trinity, sot that they 
fall under our view, bat as they ap- 
peared in holy writs for what can be 


defcribed, may be paizted s to the fame 


Images of God the Father were in fe 
then, becaufe they- did: not think them 
lawful + ‘wher they i ‘came into afe, 
Chriftianus Lupus profetles, thet he kows 
nots but, hefaith, there were none fuch 
in the Roman Church in the time of Ni- 
colaus t.. “But Bellarmin, Suarez, and 
others, produce an argument for the /ew- 


fulness of them, from the general. pre- 


étice of their Church, which, they fay, 


wonld' not have fuffered' {uch an univer- 


lavps 


oe (559) : 
dawful, - Bernardus Pujol Profeffour of Pijol de . 


fet forth the Image of the Trinity te be 
» worfbipped by the People. Arriaga ps 
a . That 


eo 
- rae ee 3 ms : 


. felt te 


Arriaga 
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That it. ts [o certain that thefe Inrages 
ad3. 1h are lawfnl, that to fay the contrary 2 not 
ditp. s+ only rafbnefs , but a plain errour , for 
God cannot be fuppofed to fuffer his unt- 
verfal Ghurch to err in a matter of {uch 
Tenn, To.3. moment,  Tannerus aflerts, That tt # 


f 


dip 342. not only lawful to make Images of God 
BHO. 3 


"3 and the Trinity; but to propofe them as 
objetts of hee which, he faith, ¢ the 
common opinion of thetr Divines , and 
he proves it, asthereft do, from the pra- 
tice of their Charch and the Council of 

Suar.in Trent. Neither are fach Images, faith 
4 3 Es, Cajetan, oniy for fbew,. as the Cherubims. 
dip. sq. were in the Temple ; but they are fet up 
Ril. 2 that they. may be worfbipped, as the pra- 
Cae ,, Lice if the Church (bews, In the pro- 
alt.3.  ceffeongle of Sarum, I find aRubrick for 
Proctffione she imcenfing the Image of the Holy Tri+ 


' fecund. - 


xfim Sa- ity s, which’ clearly manifefts the pra- 


igi ice of _-worfbipping 4 the Image of thie 


Trinity, 2 | 
_ Now in this matter, I fay, there isa 
plain zanovation fince the fecond Nicene 


perv. de Council, which thought fuch Images ut- 


mncar. 1.15. terly walawfal, as Petavius proves, from 
Fat4:™ I* che Teftsmmonies beforementioned. = 
a8 Bue F..G, faith, Ther Germanus and 
© “" Damafcen, and confequently the reft, on- 
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Ay fpake  againft. fuch Images) as are résitg 
fappofed to réprefent the Divinity in it ‘e 
Self ; with whom they fully agree in this - 
matter, and think all [ach Images of the 
Divinity unlawful. To which I anfwer, 
C1.) This is plainly contrary to their 
meaning; for they fhew that ic was tn- 
lawfal fomake any svage of God till the 
‘Incarnation of Chriff, as might beatlargé — 
proved from all their Te/fimonies, Now | 
this affertiott would fignifie nothing , if 
they choughe ic lawful to make any mage 
of Got’ trom the mannéy Of his spped- 
vances, For thenit wasas lawfiltomaké’ 
Images of God before as after the Zscar- - 
wation of Chrift. - And oné of the argu- 
ments of Damafcen and the reft for the 
images of Chrift, although he were God, _ 
was to fhéew thé reality of his hamane. 
Bature, againft thofe who faid he took ~ 
only the appearance of it, But if an - 
pearance of God were fufficient ground for 
an--Jmage, then‘ this argunient did prove. 
nothing’ at all. And yet the Codscil of - 
Wite ‘Jaies fo gteac weight uponit, astd 
conclude thofe who reject Jmages to deny 
the reality of Chrijts huniane nature. They. 
went therefore upon this priiciple, thae 
né.mecr appedrance is afulficient ground 
for the {mage of ager 3. for ih cafe ie. 
a : 6 ae 28 nee a a a ( Qo ae Ve yd 


Me 


ie 


af . : (G62) See oe t 
- -"- bé 4 meer appearance, the reprefentation 
thac is made, is only of the eppearanceit 

{clf, and not of the Perfoz who never 4f- 

—_ fimed that likeneft, which he appeared in,. 
t+ any Perfonal union s but,. fay they, 
when the humane nature was. perfomally. 
united the God-head, then it was Lamful- 

to make a reprefentation of that Perfonby 

an Image of his humane aqture. How far. 

this will hold, at toan objed of divine . 

rig mutt he difcofied a rerwards, bur 

from hence. it appears,‘ that they did noc’ 

fpeak only: againft {uch Jmages which re- 

prefent the Divinity in st felf, but againft 

- fuch as were made of an pears of 

veiens bim. And it, is obfervable ‘that the anci-, 

p- 3.9-30-emt Schoolyen, {ach as Alexander Hales, 

Mm: 3-411-3¢ tayinas, Bengventure and ALarfilius, do. 


Agquiny.3- : See yaar ; et? 
an25.4.5-4'1 agree that any reprefentation Of God 


» 
. 4 


the. adj.” was forbidden before the Incarnation of 
d. 9.qo2. Chri’ ; from whenceit follows, that chey. 
Marf. l. 3- could not think any. i Sl ees ina of God 
tS 42* from his appearances to have been lawful. 
- under the Law. And there can be no rea- 
fon given, why the repre[entation of God 

from an appearance fhould have been more 
wnlawfal then, than under the Gofpel. 

(2.) This would only hold chen againit 
Aathropomorphites, or-thole who fuppaled: 

the Divinity tobe really like their Images; 

a , ee of 
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of which fort I have fhewn how very few 
there weré anidng che Heathens them- — 
felves ¢: and if: this had been their meéart- 
ing, they thould aot have made all /msages 
of Ged watawfal,. bak have ‘given them 
camtions doc’to think:the Divinity to bé- 
like them. : Buc whatever the conceptions’ 
of men were, they declare-in perteral, af” 
Lovages of God t6 be salawfal, whichtlie' 
Church of Romie is {o far from doing, thac 
the Gosisil.of Trent allows (ome kind of | 
reprefentations of Ged ftoii his appea- cone. tri- 
rances 3:aadthe conftant practice of that aeat fel 
Church fhews,. that chey picture Ged the *5 imag: 

| Father as.an Old Mad; hor only in their 
Books, bist in places of worfbip, and with 
a defigd to war(bin Him. under thac repre- 
fertation ; -which was. 4 thing the great: 
Patrons of Images in the time of the fe- . 
cond Cougcil of Nit? profefled td abhor. 
( 3.) Thole sesages of God which are al- 
lowed ia the Reman Charch ate corfeffed - 
_ by their own. Authors to be apt to itiduée — 
mea to think God to be keto them. Fob. itegel. is 
| Heffelias,.a Divine of great repucation in Catechi 
the Gounsil of Trent, . confefles; That | 
from she: Intages of Gol in humane foape - 
mew may eafily fall into the erronr of the 
Aosbripemsirpbices 3 efpectally the moreé 
— ignorang, for whife fake efpecialy thefe 
| Ua Gee Ooz | Images 


— - 
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Images are made, . It being not fo eafie 
for them to underftand Adetaphorical and 
Analogical reprefentations, but. it being 
very natural, forthem to judge of things 
‘according tothe moft common and. fenfible: 
reprefentations of them. And if they. 
were all Anthropemorphites in the. Roman. 
Church, | wonder what other reprefentati-: 
on they could make of God the Father, 
than that which is.ufed,. and allowed; and: 
worfhipped amongthem. If therebe then. 
.- fomuch danger inthat opinion as.T. G. ia- 
_-timates, how can that Charchpoffibly be 
_excufed, that gives fuch ie to the 
People to fall into it. ¢ He that goes about. 
ta exprefs the inuifible nature of God by. 
-_ an artificial Imaze,: fins. grievoufly and 
sander. de makes a Idol, faith Sanders; : but how 
| bororinaé: is it poffible for a man to exprefs the: éwvé-. 
ee" ible ‘nature of God by an Image, other- 
wife than itis done in the Charch of Rome ?- 
~ How did the Heathens do it otherwife ac- 
_ cording to T. G..than by making the swage 
Of God in the. Likenefs of Alan? But, 
T.G, faith, men may conceive the Deity . 
— otherwife than it #, and fo go-.abont to 
make an Image to reprefent it. which ss. 
folly and madnefs, and fo it isto. make. 
. fuch an anfwer : for then.all the fedy and . 
madnefs in making the. grofleh. mages of 
, ee . 3 a Gues a a God 


. 
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‘God doch not lye in the -Jages themfelves} ~ 
but in the smagsnation of the Perfons thac 
‘make them, Is it not as great in thofe 
‘that worfhip chem with fuch an imsagina- 
tion ? if-ic bé,then whatever the Defign 
‘of the takers was, if they be apt to be- 
get fuch imaginations in thofe who fee 
and worfhip them, they are in that refpect 
as unlawful, as 7.G. fuppofes any mages 


‘of God among the Heathens to have been, 


(4:) Whar doth 7. Gc. mean, when he 
makesthofle Jimages unlawful which repre- 
‘fent the Divinity tn it felf, and not thofe 

which repreferte God as he — ? Can 

the meer effence of any thing be repre- — 
‘fented by an Image ? Is it poflible © 
to reprefent any being otherwife than as ic 
‘Appears ? Butit may be 7. G. hath found 
- out the way-of painting Effences 5 (if he 
‘hath, he deferves co have the Patent for 
‘it, not only for himfelf, but for his Heirs 
and Executors.} For he allowsit to be 
the peculiar priviledge of an infinite Being 
that it cannot be Ach has a it is in t 
feif; then all other things may be repre-. 


fented as they are in themfelves, in oppo- | ~ 


‘fition to the manner of their appearance s 
or elfe the diftinGtion fignifiesnothing. Pe- 
trus Thyrens a.man highly commended — 
by. Poffevin for for his explication of chis 
= Oo 3 —— matter, 


; Sha 


biblioth. 


1.8. ¢. 1. 
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matter, (aith, she meaning 14; thet an Image 
‘doth not repre(ent the Nature but the Pes- 


fox that % uiftble ; for, {zich he, when we 
(ce the Image of amau, we M0 wot fay we 


“Very weil! and fo in the Image of the 


Deity we do nos tee the Divine Netare, 


but the Divine Perfon, or in fuch a way 
‘as he became vifhle. Fhe levifble Na- 


gure. of God caunet be reprefented ix an 
Image; (and can the invifible Nature of 


Man ¢ ) Therefore, faith he's te w 
injury to God ta be painsed by an Rage 3 BO 


‘more upon the(e principles chaata a mar, 
‘Bellarmin proves the lawfulaa{s of malaag 
Images Of God, becaufe man & fee to be 
the Image of God; and be may. be painted, 
therefore the Image of Ged wag be toa ; for 
that which 4 the Dosage of Mee lewage i 
dikemife the Image of the Exemptar, shofe 
which agree in 4 third. agreeing among 
themfelves. To. this forme. anfwer'd tha 
‘man was not the Aysge of God as to his 
body, bus as to his fowl vehicn eoald not be. 
painted ; bat Bellarmin takes o& this aa 
fwer, by faying, thet aben 4 wean contd mt 
not he painted, for be % nok & wan WE re 
gard of his ontwand lineaments ; bat in 


yegard of hig fubftance, amd efpectally bea 
Soul, but notwitaftanding the fol ~ 


w 
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be painted, yet aman may truly and pro- 
perly, be fatd.to be painted, becanfe the 
Figure aid colours of an Image do tepre- 
fent the whole man; otherwife, faich he, 2 
' thing painted could never. feem to be the: 
true Thing, us Leuxis his Brapes did which 

deceived the birds. Therefore according: 
to Beflarmines reafoning, that which repre- 


fents a Being —— to ontward ap-.- - 
av 


pearance, although it have an ixvifible 
| Nature 3 yet is a true and real repreferte- 
tion, and reprefents it as it és in it felf, and 
as far as it is poffible for an .Jmage to repre- 
fent any ching. Wherein then lyes the diffe- 
rence between making the Pidfare of a man, 
and the guage of oa Ifit be faid, _ ’ 
Image of God is very faort, imperfe cana ob- 
ye ; isnot the hla on aa of the - 
'Piéture of aan, which can only reprefenc 
his outwardFeatures without any defciipti- 
on of bisinward fab/tance.or foul? If itbe - 
farther. aid, that there u 4 real refem- 
_ blance between a Pitture of a man, and 
his outward lineaments, but there ts none, 
“between God andthe Image of maxi 
. then Task, what Bellarmins argument 
_ doth fignifie cowards the proving the /aw- 
.. fislne ff of making an Jmage of God? For 
if God may be painted becaufe man may, 
. whois the Jmage of God 5 (for the Imag 
Sak “4 wom © 


of 


~- 4 


oe BD 
of the Jmage is the Imagé Of the Exem= 
tars) then it follows that-7%4 is the 
~ Image Of God, as he may be painted, and 
fo Godand man mutt agree inthat common | 
thing which isa capacsty of being reprefent- 
ed, which cannot be fuppofed without as 
zeal a refemblapce between God -and ‘his 

Image, as between a Maz and his Picture. 
F269 = ButT. G. tells us, that they abborr the 
_ very thoughts of making any [uch izkene§ 
of God, and all that the Council of Trent 
allows 1 only making veprefentations of 
fome apparition or action of Godin away 
er bieces: ‘to our Humane Conception. 
‘Tanfwer, (1:) Itisno great fign of their 
‘abborring the thoughts of any ghee 5 

of God, to fee fuch arguments made u 
of to prove the lawfulnefs of making 
Images of God which doimplyit. (2.-) 
~Thofe Jmages of God which:are the moft 
_~ufed and allowéd in the Roman church, 
_, havebeen thought by wife men of their 
_ own Church toimply fuch a Likeweff, Atola- 
Malasus de nus and Thyreds shention four forts of Jus 
PHOS ges of the Trinity,that have been fed in the 
Thyre.apad Roman Charch. 1: Thac of an old nan for 


td bala God the Father, and of Chrift in bumane pra- 


4-8. c. 16.f47e, and of the Holy Ghoff in the Form ofa 
_ © Dove. 2, That of three Perfons of equal Ae 
“and Statare © 3. That 9Fan gmage of the 
ees — ees . Bi, Virgin 


»* 
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Bi. Virgin in the belly of which was res 
prefented the Holy Trinity: this Fob, Gefer, 
Gerfon faith, be jor is the Carmelites Hsbebed 
Church ; and faith, there were others like Dom. Tog, 
at: and Molanus faith, he bad feen fuch® 
2 one him{elf among the Carthufians, 
4. That of one Head with three faces) 
or one body and three Heads ; which Ato- © 
lanus faith, is much more common than 
the others andis wont tobe fe before the 
Office of the Holy Trinity , thele two lat- 
ter thofe Authors do not allows; becaufe 
the former of them tends to: a dangerous 
errour, viz. that the whole Trinity was 
incarnate of the B.Virgin, andthe latter, 
Molanus faith, was an invention of the 
_ Devil, (it feems then, there was one in- 
vention of the Devil at leaft tobe feen in 
the Ataffe-Book 5 ) for, faith he, the Devil 
once appeared with three Heads to a Adonk, 
seHing him he was the Trinity, But the 
two former, they alow and defends wale 
‘denfis, faith Molanus, with «great deal of watderf. 
learning defends that of the three Perfons V3 
‘from the appearance of the Three to Abra- * - 
ham; and-Fhyrews juftifiech the firft, and 
‘the moft common from the Authority of 
the Charch, the Confent of Fathers, and : 
the H. Scriptures, And yet Pope Fohs 22, Avent. Ar- 


| i aa e : ] | nal, Botore 
BS Aventinys sclates it, condemned ae 167.21 5K 
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to the Fire as Anthropomorphites and ene- 


$.. 


co a a a, |e 


_ only .have forbadden men to entertain any 
erroneous conceit Of any Image of him. 

But, sf the Church take care to prevent 

- fuch an opinion, as he Gith the doth, the 

other Jmage with three faces and one Head, 

or one body and three Heads might be jufti- 

| fied on the famereafon that the other is. 
en Whereas the Romsam Catechifns faith, that 
_ gemiz, Moles did therefore wifely fay, shat they 
src pe few 
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few ‘no fmilitude of God, left they fhonld — 

be led afide byerronr, and make 22 Image 

of the Divinity, and give the honour dwe 

te Gad to a Creature, From whence it 
follows, that all Jwwages.thac tend.to fuch 

ati orvoar are forbidden, and atl worfhip © ~~ 
given to fuch Jmazes is Jdolatry.. Andit _ 

iS. farther obfervable, that the fwege ale 
lowed .in the Rewaw Charch-for God the - s 
Father is joft {uch a one as S, Augaffin Avete fide 
- faith, # is wickedne/s for Chriffians to ot | 
 “auake for God and to place in a Temple, - 
and I would defire of 7..G.° to tell me, 

‘what other Jmage of God the greatelt Am 
phropomorphites would make, thah that 

which is moft common among them ¢ 

find if therebe fuch daager in: mens con- 
ceptions of a Deity from any Jmsages: of 

God; they give asmuchoccafion for ir, as 
ever any people did : So much, thas all 
mew of any ingenuity have cryed fhame 
upon chem, but to very little purpofe. 
Absulenfis, Duyandus and Perefias are cited 

by Beiarmin himfelf as condemning any — 
dosages of God: andwhich is obfervable, — 

they do nor condemn fuch Jmages as rer 

prefent God in himfeif, as T.G. fpeaks, 
‘bab fush as were in ufe in the Romany. na in 
Church. Dunandus faith, it is # fooli{h fet 1. 3o 
ping either 16 make_or to worfbip. fuch oe ; 


b IMAges, — 


mnGoogle 
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i Images, Viz. of the Father, Son, and Holy 


Perel. ae 
‘grads 


t. part 


Zo p EES. 
ed. Colon. 


Thuan, hifi. 


i 


‘Ghoft, after the former manner : and which 
‘is yet more, he quotes. Damajcen againft 


this fort of Images, faying, that tt was im 
piety and madne fi to make them: and fo 
ch Perefiust00.’ Thwanks mentions this 
palace relating to this matter, that 4. D, 
1562. the Queen Mother of France by the 
advice of two Bifbops and thefe three Di- 
vines, Butillerins, Efpencaus and Picheret- 


*. dus declared, that all Images of the Tri- 


pity foould be taken ont of Churches and 
other places, as forbidden. by Scripture, 


Councils and Fathers : aud yee thefe were 


| fuch Images which T.G. pleads.for : bur 


Tam. ad 
gq. 25- aifp. 
B- athe 


this foon came to: nothing, as all good pur- 
poles of Reformation among them have. 


‘ever done. «= 


_TE it be faid, as it is. by Yfemsbertus, 
that thefe-are not properly Images of God, 
but of bis appearance in ¢ vifthle form 
I an{wer, (1.) This doth hot mend the 


matter, for we are fpedking of an Jmmege 


of the Father as a Perfox inthe Trinity s 


‘and whatever reprefentshim as fuch muft 


reprefent him as be és 12 bimfelf, and not 
barely in-regard of a temporary appear- 


ance 5 and as.to fuch an Jmage of God 


the Father, T. G’s diftin@ion will by n0 


means reach, { 2.) It .is the common 


opiniog 


” 
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opinion of the Divines in the. Reman 


Charch, that all the appearances of God in Vafyuer ad. 
the old Teflament were not of Ged him- {25:4 | 


felf, buit. of Angels in his ftead. .And a2 


Chichtovess gives that as a Reafon why all C¥chtovts 


| . Dama 
reprefentations -Of God were unlawful in pee 


the old Teftament ; becaufe all appearan- 

wes were by Augels,andthole Angels were 
more united to.the Fornss they afjamed, .. + 
thine mans body is to his Garments.: from 

whence it - muft follow that all repréfenta- 

tions of God by fuch eppearancesis ftell. 

unlawful. ( 3..) Suppofe this be a re- 
_prefentation only of fome appearance: of 
God, andfo.not of what Gedis, but-of what. 
he did, Task then on what account fuck an 
fed of divine pewer is made. the object: 
Of Divine adoration. ? For we have feen: 

already by che confeffion of thee moft emi- . 
hent.Déuines, that the Jmages of the Tri+. 


_mity-are propofed among them as objects. « -/" 


of adoration s now fay [, how comes a. - 
| meer creature, fuch asthat apparition was;. 
0 become the object of Divine morfbip:?:: 
| Darandas-well : faw..che-confequence: oF - 
‘this affertion 5: for. vihen be had {aid,-that 
" thefe corporeal. Forms. which are painted : 
| are wn zeprefentations. of the Divine: Pere. 
fon whick. never affamed them, baroaly 
of thife caer Borms;. thewbfelves re : 
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| he appeared ; therefore, faith he, a more 
‘. . peuerante is dae te them than-is due ta 
< | the exis themfelves. . When.Ged. ap: 
peated ib the barzing bafb, chat Férd was 
= ghen an effectof Divine Power,and defer 
ved tio sperfbsp of ie felf; -how then. cen 
the image ot the baraing bafb, be at object 
7 of _Didsne worfbip ? If God did appear to. 
Dat. 7: 9. Daniel-as the Anctént of dayes, it matt.be.— 
either by the ismprefion of fuch an. /des 
upon his smagixation, or by affsming the 
Form of:.an ofd.man 3 bat ciches-way this 

was but. a meer Createre,-and had. io 
fuch..perfornal Unie to the Gedbead: to de. 

ferve zdoration » how much Iefs then doth. 

the duage of this Appearance dalérve it? 

So-that I cannot:fee how npon.thee own: 
printiples they cay. be cxcated from: idles: 
trg, wha give ploper: Divine isorfbip: 1d 

> * fuck got as thafe. : - comnmntts Teles 

| Sander.de latrg, fauth Saaders, that. propofes::ang. 
Ta dy. tmoage ta-be worfbipped Foor ok poten / | 
tat.c4s the Diwing Nasate: ifthis. be Ldolan Ws 

: what ds:it then to :give the -hivheft fore 
of: worfhip to the nicer‘ veprefentation:of 2 - 
Creature? for thofe. Images; which' onty — 

{ec fortlt fach appearances, are: but the - 
Creatures of Creataresy-ind fo ftilhfarsher 

| cif. from being the object of adoration. So” 
‘ -thac notwithftanding : all 7.@'s — : 
pS : a 


oe. OSTISY 
ahd diftinctions, we find that as to this 
matter of the Jmages of God and the Tri- 


0 
bit from the doctrine and practice of the 
fecond Council of’ ce too. - | 


rs 


3. I now come to the additions that 6-9 


have been made to the Cowacél of Nice by 


the Church of Rome as to the manner of . 


morfoip given to Images. For which 1 
mult confider, == 7 = oe 


: 1, What that worfbip was, which the ° 


Councéf of iNice did’ give to Images ¥ 
2. What additions have beeh made to 


it fince thae time? - | 
a Whac'that swerfbip was which the - 


~ 


Council of Nice’ did: give tO Images? 
t 


which will dppear by 


| an inferiour metelp , and not Latria, 
1, Thatigdefinec 


«4 


ta begiven to Jamra 


the 


ef the Chwrch of Rome is not only gone . 
‘from Scripture, Reafon, and Antiquity, 


. appear efe twa things, 
1, That it defined trwe and real worfbip 
to be given ‘to Zmages. 2. That it was | 


true and real wotfbip 

a be given to” ges 5 he “that Images. 
were not only to. be Ségws and, helps to | 
memory, co call co mind of teprefent to us 

the objeét of ‘wwor[bip , bucthat the sof. 
-worfbip were to. be performed to. the.” 
_ Images themfelves, ' The former #f2.of  ~ 
-Troages doth fappofe them to be only of ” 


a 


eT TT 


a 0576). 
—_ the wature of Books, which reprefent chings . 
t6 our minds without any act of adoration | 
performed to that which is only ani énféra-— 
ment of intellection , although the thing 
reprefented tothe mind be a proper objegf 
of adoration. A\s, if by reading a Book an 
idea of God is reprefentéd to my mind ~ 
. . whom I ought to worfhip, yet.no man can 
"imagine that from hence 1 fhould fall. 
down upon my knees out af bozour to the. 
Book, or witha defign to worfhip it. When! 
aman reads his prayers out of a Book, and | 
makes ufe of that only as a means or 27-" 
firament to help his underftanding, and_ 
dire his. expreffions sno nian’ can have” 
arly colour of Réesfon to fay that he wor- . 
-fhips the Book, which he ufes for .a gpite” 
, different purpofe. It is the fame cafe as, 
to Images, when they are ufed for no 
other end but barely to; réprefent to the 
“mind an gbje@ of worlhip ; as 4 Cracifix” 
may do our Saviour’ then ic i$ no niore 
than ,an external Mote’ or Character, and 
hath the fame ule that. words Have.. Buc. 
thoft’ who go no Fatcher than thus, ftand - 
condemned atid Anathemiatized: by the fe-_ 
cond Coney of Nicé, Far that not only. 
concil. Ni. devermities with 2 great deal of alfurance 
tam 2 that Images are, to be fet up in Churches 
3s and binles, and wdyes, in order t0 cr | 
_ “94 ee Z » 


f 


ate . 


wid 


CTT. 
oipof them , but very freely Anathema- 
ties all forts of diffenters either in jadge- . 
ment or practice. Anathema be to all 577 . 


thofe who do not Salute the Holy and Ve- 


nerable Images : Anathema to all here= 


ticks ° Anathema fo thofe that ‘follow the 
- Council againft Images. Anathema to . 


them that do not falute the Images of Chrift = 
tnd bw Saints,  Epiphanius in the fixth ! 
Seffion declares this to be the fenfe of the - 
Council 5 Thofe who [ay that Images are ie pe 
to be hadonly for memory and not for wor-”" 

fbip or falutation, are half-wicked, and 


| partly true and partly falfe, they are fo 


far right as they are for Images, but they 
are tn the wrong as they are againft the 
worlbip of them. -O the folly of thefe men! - 
faith Epephanius. But thisis not all, for. 


asi was not fufficient to have Jmsages for 
| helps to wsemmory, fo neither was it to give 


—_— 


os Poms 


them fome kind of honour or reverence 5 
nothing but-wor/bip would fatisfie them. 
So the Patriarch Tarafins, faith in plain 


terms, they who pretend to honour Images, A% 4+. 


o- 


| and not to worlbi them, are guilty of Hy- =e 
* pocrifie, anih felf-contradiftion, For wor- is 


fhip, faith he, is a Synsbol and fignification of 
Honour, therefore they who deny to worfbip 
thems, do diExonour them. This wasthe Pa- 
iriarchal Wemmy of arguing “in: this famous 
ie 5 — Pp Council, 


(578) 
Council. And this he proves from the fay- 


‘ing of Azaftafius Bifbop of Theopolis, Let 


no man be offended with the name of ads- 
ration or worlbip, for we worlbip men and 
Angels, but do not ferve thems, and wor{bip 


_ . & anexpreffion of Honour. And it would 


do one good at heart, co fee how all the 
Reverend Fathers clap theis hands for joy 
at the fubtle Criticifm which it feems 
that Bifbop haddifcovered, viz. that when 
our faviour [aid, Thou foalt worfbip the 
Lord thy God and him Only fhalt thon 
ferve, that Only was not applyed to wor- 
foip but to Service. Mark that, cryes the 


Council, Only belongs to Service, and wot 


to worfbip, therefore although we may not 


_ ferve Images, yet we may Worfbip them. 


7 a 
785. ay 


If the Devél had beea fo tubtle, might not 
he have faid to our Savéowr, Mark that, 
you are forbidden Quly to Serve any elfe 
but Ged, but you may Worfhip me, not- 
withftanding that command? The Patri- 


arch T. arafias in his Epé/tle ta Confbanting 


and Irene expreffes this werfbip by 

very fame word which is.ufedto God ; for, 
when God faith, Thew fhale weorfbip the 
Lord thy Gad, and hia only {halt thon ferve s 
he veftrains Service to binsfelf, but allams 
Worfbip to..other things; therefore, faith 
he, suoroyepidas 43 damuoinetres, — 
| the 


NX 


- C579) | 
the leaf? donbt or dilpute it 1s 4 thing ac- 
ceptable and well-pleafing to God, for ss to 
sworfbip and falute the Images of Chrift — 
and the B.Virvin, andof the Hoiy Angels 
and Saints, If any man think otherwife, 
anh have any doubt in his mind, or any 
wavering, ch FAS over eixivav wegoxdynotyy 
about the worfbip of the Venerable Images, 
the Holy and Ocecamenical Synod hath A- 
wathematized him; and what & an Ans- | 
thema but 4 Separation from God? And. 
thus it, becomes no lefs than damnation to 
doubt of the Worfhip of Images. O blef- 
fed Change! from what it wasin the pri- 
mitive times; when ic was damnation to 
worthip them. This worfhip he expreffes _ 
in the fame Epiftle by Kifing, by bowing, 
by:-proffration, all which he fhews from 
the fignification of the word, and the ae — 
Of it in Scripture. And inthe Defizition | 
of che Council, among the .4cfs of wor- 4d. 4. fi 
foip, ace reckoned the oblation of Incenfe ** 
and Lights, becaufe the honour of the 
Inoage paffes to the thing reprefented by | 
#. So chat all external acts of adoration 
were by the Defizition: of this Council to 
be performed’ to /wages ; and the fame 
have been practifed by the approbati® of 
the Romas Church ; wherein this Cowncit 
of Niceis receivedas a General Council, 
Pp a an 


7 a ee C580) 0 ee 
conceit, Trad — to by the Council of Trent, 
dent.fef. {uppofing the Decrees of that Cowncél to 
5 be ftill in force, In the Con/fitutions of 
Thomas Arundel Archbifbop of Canterbury 
made in the Convocation of the Bifbops and 
Clergy begun at S, Pauls, 14 Fax. “A.D. 
1408. we have a particular enumeration 

of the feveral Aé¢s of worfbip which were 
required tobe performed to /magess and 

the places and Religues. of the Satnts, viz. 

Spelman. proceffions, -genuflections, bowing of the 
a - . "body, thurifications, deofculations, oblati- 
666." ons, burnings of Lights, and Pilgrimages, 
| and all other forms and modes of worfbip 
which have been prattifed. in the times of 
our predeceffours or in our owns and this 
not onlythe People were ‘required to pra- 
‘étfe, but the Clergy. to teach and. preach 
up the wor{bip of the Crof. and ether Images 
with thefe ads of adoration, And -this 


—. Lyndwood Conftitution is extant in Lysdwood as part 


OUINC» ° : 
jacahe 108 the Canon Law then in force ;. who in 


beret. his Notes upon it, oblerves, thet offering 
P10 2 Incenfe was a facrifice, 48 it was burnt 
pon the Altar, and apart of Latria, and 
therefore he faith, the. fame incenfe was 

wot wfedto the Clergy and people with that 

buret upon the Altar, but of another fort 

whith was not confecrated, Ia the Re- 

cords Of the Tomer.is extant the ser 

: ee py te So @) 


Pe o ; we a -. \ 
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| (58 ) 4. 
of Resunciation impofed on the Lollards, clang 
wherein are thefe words conrernine the Re 2 | 
worfbip of Images; J Di Tear by ud om 
and to all bis Sepnts upon this Ipa-” °* 

Ap Golpell, that fro this day forward | 
I thall Cothip Images, with pay: 
ing and offering unto them tn the 
wmoelchop of the Sepnts that thep be 
made after. And yet after all chis plain 
evidence, {ome have had the confidence 
co tell us, chat chey hardly worfhip smages 
in the Roman Charch, but praying to them 
they abhorr and deteft. . What confcien- 
ticus men were cthofe then who made the 
poor Lollards {wear to do that, which 
they forbid them to do? But furely the - 
‘Bifhops and Clergy then underftood the -- 
doétrine and practice of the Roman Church 
as well as 7.G. and his Brechren do at 
this day ; and having Authority in their 

‘hands were not fo cautious and referved in. 
this matter, as fome think ic for their ia- 
__tereft co beat prefent. — 


"° Anditis obfervable, that thofe learned Q.10, 


men in the Roman Charch who have been 


moft nice and {crupulousin thismawerof 
the worfbip of Images, have yet agreed | 
_ . with the reft in the practice of the out- 
ward acts of worfbip towards them. So 
> Pps Vafquez 


(582) , 


yee de -«Thefame, Card, Lugofaith, that thefe meu 


wyte. differed from Hereticks, becaufe thefe ut- 


purand. ix bereticks. So Durandus, faith he, openly 
fent. 3 teacheth that Images are not to be worfbip- 
difte 90902 ped, but onlyimproprié & abufive, éaspro- 

—perly and abufvely, becaufe at theér pre- 


fence 


(583) 
fence we all to mind thofe objets repré- 
fented by them, which are worfbipped be- 


fore the Images, as if they were prefent, 


and on this account the Images are {aid to 


_ be worlbipped. - 7 
Ic will contribute much to the under- 


ftanding the State of this Controverfie, — 
to fhew a little more particularly, what 
the opinion of thefe men was, and how it 
is condemned by the reft as favouring of 
Herefiey and repugnant to thie Council of 
Nice, andthe. fenfe of the Catholick 
Church.Durandus goes upon thele grounds, 
1. Fhat worthip properly belongs to him 
in whom the caafe of that wor(bip is, and 
by accident may be given to that which 
hath only a relation-to that whichis the 


case. 2. Ta him to whom proper wors 


fhip is given. we are to confider both the 
Per fom towhom it is given, and the Caufe 
for which; worfhipis only properly given 
to the Perfow, and not to any part of © 
him s the Casfe is that from whence che 
excellency of the Perfon arifes,, 3. That 


| Sapreme wor 4 or Latria is due only to 


| 


God forit elf, by reafon of his Deity, be- 
caufe the Céwfe of this honour is only ie 
God ; butby accident the honour of Za-. 
tria may belong to other things; Now, * 
faich he, athing may have relation to God. 

7 Pp 4 two 


two waies, 1. When it goes to make tp 


(584) 
the fame Perfon, as the Humanity of 
Chrift, 3. When it hath only.an ex- 
trinfecal relation to Him, as Chrifts AMo- 


ther, orHisImage. 4. Thatthe bamane 


nature of Chrift hath only by accident the 
honour of Latxia given to it, as being part 
of that Perfo who is worfhipped,- who is 


- the Son of God ; but the Humanity it {elf 


is not properly that which is wor/bipped, 
noristhe Case or reafon of that worfhip, 
bue only of an inferiour, 5. OF thofe 
things which have only anextrinfecal re- 
lation to God, this isto be held in general ; 
that either they deferve 20 worfhip at all 
of themfelves, asthe Croff, and Images, or 
other inanimate things: or if they do, as 
the B. Virgin, it is aninferiour worfbip ; 
of che firft he determines that no manner 


Of worfbip doth belong to them, no not to 


the Croff it felf, upon the account of any 


excellency, Ox contac of Chrift, for which 


he gives this reafon, That which ws no. 
fobje capable of holine[s or vertue, can- 
not init [elf be the term of adoration, but 
the Crofs on which Chritt did hang, was. 


not a fwbjeft capable of bolinefs, crc. 


Nunquam ergo cruciChrifti debetur akiquis 
honor nift in quantum reducit in reme-- 
morationens Chrifti; no kind of honour is 
sat oo dite 


eee 


| (585). | 
due to the Crofs, bucasit calls Chri to 
our remembrance, 6, Thatalthoughthe 
conception of the mind be of the ching re- 
prefented upon fight of an Jmages there, - 
isftillaread difference inthe thing, and in 
the conception, between the Jwage and the 
thing reprefented , and therefore properly 
{peaking the fame worfbip is never due to 
the Jmage that is tothe object reprefented 
by ic. Bat, faich he, becaufe we muft 
fpeak as the moft do, the Image may be’ 
faid to be worfbipped- with the fame wor- 
(hip with the thing reprefented, becaufe 
at the prefence of the Image we worfbip 
the object reprefented by it as tf he were 
Attsally prefent. | ; 
 -Holkot in his Lectures on the Book of ral in 
Wifdows; faith, That in a large fexfe we *%. % 13: 
be faid to worlbip the abe bey: Fi 
caufe by the Image we call Chrift to mind, 
and worlbip him before the Ima e 2 and 
_ therefore, faith he, J think it: fitter to 
so fay > that I do not wor{bip the Image of 
Chrift, becaufe it uw: wood, nor because it 
i the Image of Chrift, but that I worfbip 
Chrift before his Image: but he by no — 
means alloweth, that Latria in any fenfe 
he given to az Image of Chriff.. 1. Be- 
canfe Latria ts the worfbip due only to 
God, but no Image.ts God: and therefore 


(586,) 


«bt ts a contradtition to fay, that Latriass 


Fob. Pil. 
Mirand. 
Apologe 
p. 103. 


due only to God, and yet that it i dae 
to the Image of Chrift, and to Chrift. 
2, Then the fame worfbip would be due 
to Chrift and to « Stone, or to Chrift and 
to a creative, 3. He that gives to any 
thing the worfbip of Latria, confeffeth 
that to be Gods therefore 4 man may as 
lawfully fay the Image ts God, 48. that 


it may be worfbipped with Latrias and 


‘confequently that fomething which is not 
God ts God, Foh, Picus Mirandula gave 
this for one of hisconclufions, That neither 
the Crofs, ner any other Image us tobe wor. 
Shipped with Latria after the may of Tho- 
mas : this conclafion was condemned, and 
he forced to write an Apology for it: where- 
he faith, That the way of Thomas ts dan- 
gerous, for the Image as.an Image’ di- 
flint from the thing reprefented, there 
fore if as fuch it terminates the warfbip 


of Latvia, it feems to follow that fonse- 


thing which is not God ss worfbipped with 


he concludes his pology, with faying, That. 
ra 


Latria : andhe declares, that be agrees 
with Durandus azd Holcot: bat withal, 
he.faith, that this conclofion of his was — 
condemned as {candalows, and againft the 
Cuftom of the Univerfal Church. Yet, 


wor-) 


foip 


if he had nniverfally condemned. 
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fbip of Images, his propofition had been 
| Herettcal, From whence it appears, thac 
thefe perfons who did agree in the practice, 
yet becaufe they faid the Images were to be 
worfbipped only improperly and abufively, 
were not thought to be/ieve,or do what the ° 
— Church required, Therefore Suarez [aith, 
C1.) That st os defide, or an article of Sunrex ity 
Faith, imagines effe adorandas,that Images 
areto be worfbipped, and that to be owned 
not in any limited and improper fenfe, 
but abfolutely and fimply ; which article, 
he faith, # founded in the Tradition and 
Definitions of the Charch, and he proves - 
st by the conflant practice of the Church, 
(2..) That Images are to be worfbipped 
not abufively and improperly, but vere & 
propric, truly and prperis and that the 
contrary opinion of Durancus ts dangerous, 
rafb, ana {avonring of Herefie. So, be 
faith, Atedina determines it, who reports parnth, 
shat Victoria fad it was Heretical, and Medina 
this. conclufion, he {aith, commonly re- AS ane 
ceived among the modern Diviness and _ 
he proves it from the Definitions of Coun- 
cils , efpecially the fecond Council of nice, 
which hath defined it under an Anathe- 
ma, But, he adds, if Images were only 
to be worfbipped abufively and improper- 
ly, the seorfbip of them was rather fim- 
_ 3? py 


, (588) * : 
ply to be denied than affirmed, for an 
. Improper and abufive worlbip is no wor- 
— fhip at all; and they were not to be con- 
demned for Hereticks, who allow the nfe 
of Images for memory, and only deny 
their worfbip. Towhich he fubjoyns this 
Reafon, esther the Image truly and in it 
felf, ts at leaft the matertal object of wor- 
fbip, total, or partial, or it w not; if it: 
be, the thing u granted, if not, thenin 
plain terms, the Image i not worfbipped, - 
For it ws neither the formal nor the mate- 
rial object of worfbip , but only the occa- 
fron or fign exciting men to worlbip the 
thing reprefented. And according to this 
opinion, the Hereticks would fpeak more 
properly than the Catholicks, For he that 
at the fight of a beautiful creature ts ex- 
cited to praife or love the Creator, can- 
not be [aid to pratfe or love the creature, 
"although the prefence of the Creature did 
_vaife that devotion,  Therefare, {aith 
he, the Nicene Council did condemn this 
opinion, when it condemned thofe who [aid 
that Images did only ferve for memory, 
which in truth w all the ufe that. opinion 
allows them, and when the Ni-ene Coun- 
cil declares the worlbip given to Ima 
not to be Latrias for if no more cone 


es 

| L 
be allowed, but only worfbipping the #3 
| | | eck 


~ 
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«fect in prefence of the Image, then the 
moft perfecs Latria may be given toChrift 
before the. Image, and confequently the 
wworfbip- tn that abufive and improper 
fenfe. may be Latria, which the Council 
denies: ana farther the fame Council 
faith, that not only. the exemplar may be 
worlbipped in the Image, but that the 
Image to be worfbipped for the fake of 
the exemplar, by which it determines 
the Image to be the objec of worfbip, 
although the Reafon of it be the thing 
reprefented. (3.) Suarez faith, That 
not only the external acts of adoration 
are to be performed towards Images, but 
the very intention of worfbip to be dire- 
led towards them: For even Durandus 
himfelf did allow the external acts ta be 
done towards them, and becaufe the in- 
ward intention he [aid was diretted to 
the exemplar, therefore be [aid the Images 
were only [aid abufively to be worfbipped. 
For which affertion Suarez gives thefe 
-reafons, (1.) The external att without — 
the intention of the mind uw wo proper 
worlbip, but only counterfeit, And Leon- | 
tius, guoted in the Council of Nice, faith, 
In all worfhip the inward intention is re- 
quired, (2. From many palleges in 
‘that Council, implying that the ai 
be OS 7 _ oe 
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of worfbin ought to be about the Images, 


becaufe they are [aid to deferve worfpip, 
and from the fayings of Epiphanius, Ba- 
filius, Adrianus, Tarafius there extant, 
and Elias Cretenfis, who faith he did per- 
fectly. worfbip them, which could not be 
without the inward intention. And from the 
Cauncil of Trent, which calls it due he- 
nour and worfbip ; but it cannot be any 
true honour withoat the inward intention, 
(3.)Ta perform the external atts of worfbip 
before an Image, % either to worfbip st, or 
not: if it be, then the inward. intention i. 
granted, but fince there may be a diftin- 


tion between the intention of worlbip, 


and tha intention of performing the ex- 
texnal acts of ar dn order to wor- 
Ship te is not only neceffary to perform 
she material acts, bnt to do them with 
rhe intention of giving worfbip by them. 
Neither ts it enough to fay, that there is 
an inward intention, buc the outward 
acts are towards the Image, and the in- 
ward intention to the exemplar, For, 


faith Suarez, as true worfbip doth effen- 


tially regnire the intention of worfbip, fo 
the worlbip. of this or what particular thing. 


- Aoth. require & proportions le intention to- 


wards that thing: and the worfbip of ome 
thing cannot. be faid to be the worfbip of 
io = another 


_ (S91) a 
‘another thing diftindt from it, unlefs it 
«be fome way participated by it; but the - 
Image is a diftindt thing from the ex- 

— emplar, therefore: the worfbip of the ex- 
emplar cannot be faid. to be the worfbip 
of the Image, unle(s the Image do partake 
of the worfbip, and confequently there muf} 
be an intention of giving worlbip to the 

mage, This, faith he, may be illuftrated 

| byan example ; if a man kifs the ground 

out Of a meex intention of giving worfbip 
to God thereby, be canmot truly and pro. 

. perly be [aid to worfbip the ground about 

_ which the material action  conver{ant, 

- but only God to whom. he diretted his wor- 

ip. And all this be confirms by more 

: paffages out of the Nicene Council, which, 

he faith, was uot fo regardle{s about the 

; manner and names of worfbip a Valquez 

| Imagined, but took great care to expre/s 

Ut felf fo that true and proper worfbip be 

- geuen to Images; which it defines ander 

, 4 Anathema ; and although it wfeth other 
words, of falwtation, honor, &c. yet it 

- makes thefe equivalent to that real wor- 

. foip. which it dash exprefly re ire. AM capa ay 

, bref. Catharines faith, that the opinion of cuituc 

, Hhofe who fay Images are not truly and ie 

| properly to be se but God to be *'33 

, morfoipped before an Image, differs very 

h thee, 2 little 


é 
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little from thofe who deny any worfbip. of 
Images, and is repugnant to the praitice 

of the Church, becanfe we direct our 
geftures, our words and. figns of adorati- 
on to the Images, to which likewife we 
burn incenfe: And we worfbip the Crofs, — 
faying, O Crux ave, fpes unica, oc, And 
he proves at large by the fecond Council of 
“Nice, that true and real worlbip was re- 
quired to be given to Imsges ;. and CO 


9.137,138 cludes that Images are not meerly for in- 
135° fruition, or memory, or exciting devott- 


\ 


on, but that they are f up properly for 
worfbip. Therefore if any man asks ano- 
ther, Santne adorande Imagines ¢ intre- 
pidé refpondeat, adorande. ArejImages 
to be worfbipped ? let him axzf{wer without 
fear, theyare. Becaufe, faith he,. Images 
being fet apart by the in{piration of the 
Hely Ghoft for {uch a facred ule, do ob- 
tain fuch a degree of Sanctification, that 
whoever violates them w guilty of Sa- 
criledge and Treafon againft the Divine 
Majefly. For, faith he, God himfelf ss 
moft truly believed to be prefent in them 
after particular manner, and be foews 


his power and prefence by them, ufing 


them often for. Oracles ,. that after this 


manner our Saviours faying i fulfilled, 


- Iam with you to.the end.of the World. 


Ant 


erence : 


- 
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dnd for the fake of thus peculiar prefencé 
of God which we fenfibly perceive (and 
tf I fbowld deny that Thad done it my 
(elf 1 fbonld be a lyar and angratefal)y | - 
images do deferve a peculiar adoration, 
but fbort of Latria, becanfe they are fan- 
thified for [uch fpivitual offices. Naclans 
tus another Jtaltan Bifbop, and an eminent 
Divine in the Council of Trent as wellas 
Catharinus faith, That tt is needleff cauti- Neclart: 
on for any to fay, that they worfbip be- enar.in Ep 
fore the Image, {ed & adorareimaginem — , 
fine quo volueris {crupulo, bet they may" 
fay it roundly, and wethont the leaft feru- 
ple that they worlbip the tmage. Bellar- pin. de 
mine faith, That the Imazes of Chrifh and tmag.t. x 
the Saints are to be worlbipped, not only PM 
by accident and improperly, but by them- _ 
felves and properly, fo that they terminate _ 
the worfbip, a8 they are confidered in them- 
felves, and not barely as they reprefent the 
exemplar : which he proves from the de- 
finition of the Council of Nice ; and the 
fame reafons which are mentioned from = * 
Sdarez before. Dominicus Soto another Soto dé 
great Divine of the Council of Trent, de- 7h © 
, kerthines pofitively, That Images are not intone im 
| antended by the Charch only for helps to 
. gmemory 5 for we do not worfbip the Scrip- 
- ¢ares or names of Saints, which call them 
te QA te 
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“to our minds , but as to Images we ought 
_ _ ta think otherwife, for they do not only 
raife onr minds to wor{bip thofe whoare 
reprefented by them, ied.eafdem ipfas de- 
bemus adorare, we ought to worfbip the 
Images themfelues; for, faith he, the 
Church doth not fay, we worlbip thee, 0 
Chrift, but thy Croff, and O Crux ave, 
{pes unica, ce. whofe words are repeated 
- Peleg. and approved by Ferd. Velofillus, Bernar- 
Saute: dus Pujol \aies down this affertion, The 
‘daft. in. Imsage truly and properly is the matter of 
| pr adoration, and the svorfbip truly Anh pro- 

ug. ad 9- : f; : 
quelt.p.332Pe"y % terminated upon it: which, he 
ad fin. faith, a plain from the feventh Countil 
aoe d¢ and from feveral others and thofe are 
ador. eultn Anathemsatized who deny it, And. the 
a i. definitions of Councils being abfolutely put, 
| are properly to be underftood : therefore 
the worfbip is truly and properly to be ter- 
minated on the Image: and not only the 
external but the internal worfbip ws, kre 
faith, to be terminated on the Image , 
which he proves likewife from che fecond 
Nicene Council, wherein it is not only re- 
quired that men do the outward aits of 
worlbip, but that they do them-with love 
sand affection, And when, faith he, the 
pe 3ite - Council : of Trent mentions the external 
_ + ths, it implies that the internal worfbip 
| | # 


f 


Ferree aaa 
SOS) use, 
ts terminated upon the Images; for the 
external atts have not the nature of wor= 
fbip, but as they are figns of internal ; 
worfoip, And to fay that the worfhipts * 
terminated improperly and abnfively on 
the Image, ss to make the Councils to peak 
improperly and abufively ; and a who 
{ty that Images are improperly worfbipped, 5, 324 
do not only err inthe manner of f{peaking, 
bat inthe thing it felf. Tannerus faith, ,... 
Abfque heficatione fatendum, imagines 7.3.di.¢ 
non folum venerandas & colendas , fed 4:2 44.3. 
etiam adorandas efle, that we foould fay OO * 
it without hefitation, that Images are not 
barely to ve honoured or reverenced, but 
to be adored ; which he likewife proves 
from feveral paffages of the Nicene sy-- 
od, Tfambertus delivers his fenfe in, a 
thefe particulars, 1. That the worfbip of Heyii 
the thing reprefented before the Image, carn. aa 
& not properly worfbip of the Image, nor 4.35° 
agreeable to the Definitions of Councils,” © “ 
For that, faith he, # only properly wor(bip- : 
ped, which terminates the worfbip 5. and 
the Councils define [uch a 7 of Images 
which w terminated upom the Images ; 
. which he proves from the Couscil of Trent 
-aswellas Nice; becaufe it requires fuch 
, acts of worlbip, which are terminated on — 
the Images, % Adoration may be dis 


Qq2 rethed 
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vetted to. the Image, as to the thing which 


‘terminates it; and to the exemplar as 

the reafon of s¢3 for which, befides the 

reafons given by others, he gives this, 

viz. whenthere are two things good and 

lawful, and there ts no. pofitive Precept 

to do them together, then it ws lawful to 

do one without the other: but inthe ad. 
of worfbippiny the Image with the ex- 
emplar, there are two good acts, viz. the 
worfliip of the Image, and of the exem- 

piar, and there ino precept of the Church 

to joyn thofe together, therefore it is law- 
ful to-do one without the other. Eligius 
nigit Ba paffens defires it may be obferved, That 
Theolog. 3 the-worfbip of the Image, not only the 


_ Prattic. ve object is worfbipped, which w reprefented 


r 


es ob ip. 56. 


eee hy it , but alfa the Image it felf, feeing. 


1663. ', that properly worlbipped, which ws the 
| term of adoration, or the matter to which 
ry. Syluins #6 8 direcbed. This is the Catholick veri- 
ingips- ty, faith Syluius, that Images are traly 
ee ana properly to be worfbipped , fo that 
the honour is given not only 60 the ex- 

emplar, but for the fake of that. to the 

Image, and this w defined, he faith, -by the 

Avriag, de [eCona Council of Nice. Arriaga -laies 
tna = down this asa certain principle among 
Catholicks, That Images are to be truly 
worbipped, mbich all wee Definitions of 


Councils 
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Coancils do clearly manifeft, which being 
in 4 dogmatical point, and againt Here- 
ticks cannot without danger of errour be 
explained inan abufiveand improper fenfe: 


and he adds. afterwards,: that the opinion sett. 2 


of Durandus feems manifeftly condemned 
by all thofe definitions of Conncils which 
require true worlbip to be given to Images : 
and he produces feveral paflages' of che’ /e- 


venth Synod to that purpofe. “And it 


fignifies nothing to their excufe, that they 


perform the outward fizns of worfbin’ fo 


| Images ; for, faith he, face they allow. no 
|. proper worfbip to them; the Images do’ inlg 
ferve to excite the memorys whichhethus 
farther confirms. ¢ & not credible that 


any hereticks ({uppofing the. objet repre- 
fented to-deferve worfbip) fhould imagizc 
it lawful to-worfbip thap object without an 


Image, and unlavful todo it when the me- 


mory of tat object is excited upon the view 
of an Image, upon fappofition that nbd wor- 


[ip wintended to be given to the Image 


thereby, - And it 1 not credible, that of 
this bad- been all the Councits had’ déter- 


mined, that they bould never think of 


™ Bia. zk 


 fach am eafie way of fatisfying diffenters, 
ab the declaring this to have been their aa 


fenfe would have been. But the contro- 
verfie lay in another point, Viz. that Images 
se a oa Qyq 3 did 
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dtd not deferve any immediate worfhip, fi 


_ as. tohave any honour done to them, although 


confidered. only as. the material objects. 
For, faith he, #f all the difpute had beex 
only about a condition exciting men to adora- 


pion, it could not have come tnto mens heads 


to have. faid, that becaufe Images were 


‘dead and inanimate things, they could not 
.be ameer Phyfical condition of adoration s 


which « all that Durandus sows them, 


fs any man fo fenflefs to fay, that becaufe 


words are jnanimate things, therefore they 
ought not to be excited to the worfhip of 
God at the bearing of them? and the cafe 


‘the fame. of the. reprefentation made by 


the eye or by the ear. But when they de- 


- nyea:. the lawfulne[s of the worfbip’ of 


them, they (pake of true and real worfbip 
which ts immediately carried to the Images 
themfelves, and for this they made ufe of 
an argument which hath an appearance of 
Truth, viz. that Images being dead things 
have noexcellency to deferve any real wor- 

ip from us, From whence it follows, 
that when the Fathers condemned thefe he- 
xeticks ; they did not determine that they 
might be fed as a condition of worlbips 
but that true and real worfbip waste be 


| giventothem, 


Cardinal 
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._ Cardinal Lugo faith, rhat to the worfbip tugo de 
of Images, it isnot only neceffary that the MI fie 
external act be performed to the Image, of 36. fet. 3. 
kiting, or bowing, &c. but there muft be% 37+ 
an inward affection too which implyes fub- ' 
miffion. For, faith he, worfbip «s all agree, 
is an expreffion of {ubmilfion to the thing 
worlbipped , and it would be ridiculous to 
fay that Peter is worfbipped by that token 
of fubmiffion which Ifbew to Pauls there- — 
fore to the worfbip of the Image thé outward 
act muft expre(s the inward fubmiffion of 
the mind to it, or elfe we muft deny the com- 
mon definition of adoration, and make a 
newone. And this he afterwards proves 
co have been the definition of the fecond _ . 
Council of Nice, who did decree that true 
and real worfbip ts to be yiven to Images 
as they are diftinit from the'exemplar ac- 
cording to every thing that is required to 
the Nature of worfbip, Thus Ihave ful- 
ly proved from the Aéts of the Council, 
and che judgement of fo. many of the moft 
dearned and eminent Divines of the Ro-- 
man Charch, that by the Decree of the 
‘Nicene Council, {uch true and real worfhip 
is to be given to Jmages as is terminated | 
upon the mages themfelves. | 


 Qq4q- 3. We 


Q.7 {; 2. We are now to equire what kind of 
*" mor{bip Uias was, which thetecond Council 
of ivice did give to Jmages : which will 
appear vy fhewing thele two things.1. That 
_ -the wor/bip required was higher than meer 
 vevereace, 2, Thaticwas lower than Le- 
triad. (1.), Thatit washigher than meer 
TG. p reverence, T.G. would infinuate, that 
— ¥2%CC all the worlbip required by the Nicene 
Council, was no more than the Reverence 
fbewed to the Books of the Holy Gofpels, or 
the facred Utenfils of the Altar for which 
he quotes the definition of the Council, 
wherein thofe things are joyaed together. 
. And fo they are in Hadriaps epiftle ex- 
tancin the Coyacil, in the Latin tranflatin 
om (for the Greek hath another fenfe ) and, 
AG. 2p iM Damafcens oration ; but to clear. yer 
ay See _ farther the State of the Queftion, 1 thall 
prat.1.p» thew, 1. The difference between the Re- 
‘939 —-werence of thele things, and the worfpip 
Of Images. 2. That the Council of Nice 

did put a difference betweenthem., 
1. For the difference between the. Re. 
verence of thefe things, and the sporfbip of 
Images. -Although ao, irrational: or ina- 
_ bimiate being be: capable of that real ex- 
ce cellency to deferve any honour from us 
arrqad 3.f08 its own fake, 3s.4quinas determines ; 
> = | yee 
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yet fuch things may have a relation to 
matters of fo high a nature as. to deferve 
a different #fage and regard fromother © 
things ; as the Veffels of the Charch, or 
the Chalices are not tobe ufed for common 
drinking 5 which peculiarity of the afe of 
fuch things is that degree of honour which | 
belongs to them-on the account of theis 
being dedicated to facred purpofes. So 
S. Auguftin faith, of the [acred Veffels, 4ug-in — 
that they are confecrated and do become EE ey 
holy by their Ufe, being feparated frome 
common fervice and devoted to the mixi- 
firy of boly things; but be doth plainly 
diftinguifh the refpect fhewn to them from. 
the worfhip of Images ; fora little before _ 
he fpeaks of fuch who did. worfbip ar, . 
pray looking wpop an Image, and that thofe 
who did fa did behave themfclves as if 
they expecked to be heard by the Images 
| but dewe. pray.to.the facredUtenfils becaufe 
we make nfe of them in our prayers to 
God ? Little did S. Auftiz. — that 
raying loeking upon Images and the Reve- 
bs Macsd ts ad Veffels on. the ac- 
const. of their ufe, fhould have been ranked 
together, Hethat prays looking upon am 
Jomage, doth, either direct. his. adoration to 
the Jmage, orto the Per fow reprefented by 
the imaged a6 if he were aciuslly prefem 
3 _ 2 | an 


ONC. Qe 


a 


(602) | ee 4 
and-this is‘the true reafon of the worfbip* 
of Images ;-but no man.can pretend this 
- as to-the Reverence of Holy things, be- 
caule all their bolize/s confifts in a bare ex- 
trinfecal- denomination, which affords no 
veafon for any more than fuch an e(leez» as 
belongs to facred Things, and not for any. 

a of worfbipto bedoneto them. They 

who make the Jmages themfelves to be 
the material object or terms of adoration, 
do yet fay that che formal reafon of that 
sorfbipis to be taken from the objec# re- 
prefented: others fay, that the thing repre- 
(feated,and the Image are-worlbipped with 
the fame ait of adoration; but both forts 
_do. make the ‘repre fentation in an Image 
-to be the ground and reafon of the wor/bip 
given to. it. .Why then fhould thole 
things, which do not reprefent be wor/bip- 
_ ped as thofe thatdo ¢ Arenot Jmagesap- _ 
pointed by the Defizition of the Nicene 
Council to be fet up in Churches, and in 
' High-wayes, on purpofe for worthip? Are 
they not formed, and fet forth with all 
advantages toallure men tothe wor/bip of 
them? And after all rhis, is no more meant 
by their worfbip than by the Reverence 
of Holy things ; which are defigned for. 
a peculiar nfe, and ferve for other esds 
than to be worfbipped by us ° If Jmeges 
ae were 


se ies 
were fet up in Churches only for memory 
and raffruttion, and were as much ap- 
pointed by God to informusof his #4, as 


the Holy Scriptures are, there were fome — 


coloux of fhewing a like regard to themas. 
to the Holy Bible 5 but it is quite other- 
wife, they were never appointed for thae 
purpofe, they are uncapable of doing ir, 
and are {ee up for adoration ; and yet can 
the fame men who commanded their wor- 
flip, have any pretence for making the 
Reverenceto the Bible and the une of - 
Images to be alike + Befides all this, is 


there no difference between a Religions 


vefpecé (if I may fo call ic) to facred 
places and things, and allthe moft folemn 
Acts of adoration which were ever given | 
to Jmages by the greatelt Zdolaters? fuch 
as kneelings before them, proffrations, 
praying with their eyes fixed upon them, 
as though they were fpeaking to them ; 
burning iacenfe and lights before them: 
which are as great Teffimonies of worfbip 
as were ever ufed bythe grofleft and moft - 
fottifh Jdolaters, Y-may rather fay, there 
is no great difference between them and 
their Jmages, that can feeno difference be- 
tween fuch worfbip and the Reverence of 
Holy things. a gee 


&- That 


| (604) | 4 
. «2. That the Covacil of Nice did puta 
difference between thefe things, For how- 
ever, t0 blind the bufinefs as much as | 
 might.be, they: puc chem together in. the 
Definition, yerif we obferve the ground on 
~ whichie eftablifhed the worthip of Images, 
was fuch as referred to the things repre- 
 fented by them, and aot any facred ufe 
| of thems: and thofe expreffed in the very 
| Concit. Nie Lame Definition, For, fay they, the honour 
eth 26 Btls of the Image paffes te the Prototype, and he 
7F 555 shoe worfbips the Image doth in ie wor. 
foip the thing reprefented.. By whichthe 
: rege foundation of ae worlhip of 
Images upon a thing pecwisr co them, 
and. that doth not hold. for the other 


4é.'4.p, nounces them all zuslty of bypacrifie, whe 
247-. ‘would only give honour and not Worflip ta — 


wt wee ope 
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Council determined more than meer Reve- 
‘rence tobe given to Jmages. | 
2. That this worfbip which the Council - 
of Nice determined was /ower than Latria, 
For fo it-follows in the definttion of the | 
- Council, that they only meant an honorary 
adoration and not true Latria, which % only 
due to God. Tarafius upon reading Pope 
Hadrians. Epi/t/e declares his confent to the 
— worthip of Zmages aflerted in it, referving 44. 2. p 
Latria, and Faith to God alone. To the a 
fame purpofe {peaks Con/fantinus Bifbop of 
Conftantia in Cypras upon reading the 
Epiftle of Theodorus 5 whofe words 1 44. 3-7 
grant were miftaken by the tranflacour of ©” 
the Council into Latin, as appears by what. 
he is charged with in the Caroline Book, 
and his words in the Aéc¢s of the Council ; - | 
- but it doth not therefore follow, as T.G, TGs pe 
would have it, that the Council of FPranc- 147 "45" 
ford did miftake the meaning of the Ni- 
cene Synod, For the Author of the cz- - 
yoline Book particularly obferves, that in 
- thofe words (as tranflated) He déd cone rib, caro’: 
traditt the fayings of the reft, but that 3-17 
unawares he. had betrayed that, which the =~ 
veft endeavoured to conceal, viz, that they 
gave the worfbip proper to God to Images : 
"for however they denyed it in words, they — 
dia it in their actions. So Epiphaniusthe 
-* | Deacon 


rs «11-2 | 
Aa. 6.p, Deacon ith, that they often declared that 
53% «© they did not give Latria to Images. Thus 
we fee whac the fenfe of the fecond Conz- 
cil of Nice was as to tlie wor{bip of 
mages, . | ! 


Bra. Inow come to the additions which 
have been made to this doctrine, in the 
Reman Church ; when it was delivered as 
- good Catholick doctrine, that the wor/bip cf 
Latria was to be given to the Jmages of 
—Chrift, So Thomas Aquinas determines: 
in feveral paces, which are collected by 
Simon Majolus , and he goes upon cheie 
Tr ae crounds. 1. Becaufe no irrational crea- 
i ture is capable of worfbip, but with a re- 
Centar. 13. fpeck to 4 rattonal Being. 2. Becaufe 
seeks Images ave worfbipped on the account of 
their reprefentation,thereforefaith he, they 
are to be worfbipped with the fame worfbip 
swith the thing reprefented. 3. Bccaule the 
4.3 pe motion of the mind towards an Image, aan 
ee ce 4 image, u the fame with the motion towards 
' ad libsint. the thing reprefentcd. 4. Becaufe the Church - 
34. 9 gy praying to the Crofs, fpeaks to tt as if 

| | > Se : os 
; it were Chrift bimfelf. O Crux ave, 
{pes unica. But how can this doctrine be 
‘reconciled to the defizition of the Council 
rf. infont.of vice, which determines exprefly con- 
oe ag “uary? E/fas faith, that S. Thomas: never 


fam 
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{aw this definition of the Council; the fame 
_ is faid by Catharinus, and sylvius ; for cathar. de 
faith Carbarinus, if he bad feen it he would Imag. p. 
have endeavoured to have reconciled his Shi in 36 
opinton with the decree of the Council 5 Pe Jo 25 
which#hews that he thought it inconfiftent “”*: 3:4°5 
with it, From whence I argue thac the © > 
Council.of Nice was not then received in 
the weftern Church, for if it had been, is 
it conceivable that fo great a Dogtor of the 
Church as Aqainas, fhould eithérnot have 
feen it, or if he had feen it, fhould have 
— contradicted the Defizétion of it. But .4- 
quinas was not the firft who afferted this 
doctrine in the Latin Church, for Alex. 
Hales, who was his Adaffer, {faith as much | 
in effec, although the doth not fo openly — 
apply the term of Lesria to its yet puc- Alex-Hales 
ting this queftion, whether greater wor- > ae 
[bip doth belong to-the Crofs than to Any Seller. 
man? hedetermines it affirmatively ;and | 
diftinguifhes between the dignity of a 
thing, and the dignity of an Image, and 
an Image having all its excellency from 
the object reprefented, all the ; worbip 
given tott ws to be referred to the Proto- 
type; now, faithhe, man having aproper 
excellency candeferve no more than Dutia, 
and therefore the Crofs as it reprefents 
Chrift muft have the worfhipof zatria. — 


ne G2: > ae 
And it is confiderable that Alex. Hules, a8 
pitts de Pétrstaich, writ his Sues by the Command 
Scriptor. of Pope Innocent 4. and inthe time of .4- 
iaerng lex, 4. it was examined by feventy Divines 
| and approved, and recommended co be 
poiav. in taucht in all Univerfities. | Card¥ Bona- 
fint.3. dif. venture determines it roundly, that as” 
at — Chrift bimfelf from his union tothe Divis 
pity ws worlbipped with Latria, [o ts thé 
‘Image of Chrift as it réprefents him; 
and concludes thus, propterea Insagini 
,  Chrifti debet cultus Latrie exhiberi. 
Ricde Me Rich. de Media Ville who.lived inthe fame 
| Fee Century, aflerted the fame.doétrine. And 
q. 9. art:z, when Durarxdus oppofed the do&rine of 
Thomas on this ground, becaufe the Image 
and Prototype were two diftinct things, 
and therefore what belonged to the exem- 
_ plar could not be attributed to the Images 
however confidered as An Image, ana fo 
the worlbip due to the exemplar could not 
be given to the Image, yet he confefles 
. - the other was the common and received 
‘Palud. tn opinion ; which was defended againft De- 
carl randusby Paludanws and Capreolus. Mar- 
4.9.9. 1. filins ab Ingen {peaks his mind freely in 
arr. Koconels hig matter, faying, shat the Crofs as a fign 
Mar fil. 3. repre fenting the object of worfbip, and st 
aris 2+ 18 medium of it ts to be adored with Latria 3 
gz aud for-this he appeals to the prattice Z 
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the Church, O Crux ave jpes anica, Angs 
pits juftitiam, vei[que dona veniam : which 
three things, he faith, de properly belong td 
God; and therefore, taith he, st w properly 
the worlbip if Latria which the Charth — 
doth gMe to the Crofs ai a fizn. Facobus Alhdit 
Almain declares; that Images are to by) 3. Hilhpe 
worfbipped with the [ame kind of worfbip ™ 
that the things reprefented are: becaafe 
wo Image ts to be worfbipped for any [an- 
tity or vertue in it felf, but onty for the 
fake of the objech reprefented, otherwifeit 
twoiild be Idolatry. Gabriel Biel likewile stil $4 ch 
agrees, that the images of Chrift which re- ie 
prefent him ave tobe warfbipped with La ~ 
tria: bathe found oac the diftinétion of a | 
. twofold Latria, 1. bt arf goats, which i 
ihe. worfbip giver toChrift asthe objec re 
| prefented Rpon the fight of an Image of hin, 
and this is not terminated on the fmagée, 
but the exemplar. 2. lmproper or and- 
bogstal Latriay which isthe worfhip of the 
Image. ae it reprefents ¢ fo that to the 
fame external act of worfbip hemakes two 
internal ats, whereol one is terminated on 
the Lmage, the other onthe Prototype; | 
Thomas waldenfis faith, that the Images waldenf. , 
compdered in them[elves deferve ho wor- - Be tbs 
et ee J Agee tgde 
fbip at all, bat confidered in relation to a n.6,4:° 
higher. Being and in regard of their re- : 
| OUR prdfentation, 


eres @:) {:) Se 
- prefentation, fo they deferve to be worfbip- 
ped; and if the mind paffes from the 
.' dmage .to the thing reprefented, then he 
~ faith, the Image and the. Prototype are 
worfbipped with the fame att, whigh muft 
be Latria as to the Image of chrft ; but 
_ the Latria condemned by the Nicene Coun- 
cil, he would have to be the worfbipping 
the Images themfelves for Gods: which 
the Heathens themfelves, as appears by 
the .Ac#s of that Synod, utterly denyed 
that they did in the difcourle of Fohn of 
Conil Nic. Thefalonica, We worfbip not, faith the 


7 ie Heathen, the Images, but through them the. 


Summa Spiritual Powers. Augelus de Clavafto 
Lay declares, that the Image of Chrift is ta be 
15,6.  worfbipped with Latria as well as himfelf, 
and that the, Crofs whereon Chrift WAS 

Crucified was to be worfbipped with La- 

i. EN tria both om the account of reprefentation 
Aweav. and contact ; therefore, faith he, we 


_ Adorat. beak and pray to the Crofs as to Chrift him- 


Corbi: felf. The fame is faid by Bartholomeus 


ei is es Fumus, who was a Dominican, asthe other 
03, Azil. ; 


“Pronin. a Evancifcan, ( whereby we feeic was no 


'Sum.3-p- Opinion peculiar. to the Dominican order 


. “a & onthe account of the aathority of Thomas) 
‘Franc. Fer- and by Dionyfius the Cart huftan, as well as 


ray. in The Antoninus the Dominican, — Francifcas 
fC. Gentts 


li: crzo, Ferravienfis (aith, that when Latria tw ap- 
© a = _ propriated 
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propriated to God, it # to be underftood 
primo & per fe, primarily and for. its own 
fake; but if it be underftood only feconda- 
rily and for anothers fake, then, f{aithhe, 
Latria gay be given to-an Image of Chrift; 
for confidering the Image, as an Image, it i 
worfbtpped with the fame act, by which the 
Perfon reprefexted i, and therefore fince 
Latria is due to Chrift, it muft be fo to 
‘the Image. of Chrift 3 and he anfwers all 
the arguments of Durandus, Holcot, and 
Mirandulaby the help of the former 4:- 
frinction (ashemighthavedoneahundred  _ 
more) andhe affects, that the Image and 
the object reprefented make together one 
total sbjeét of adoration, whereof one part 
is the Reafon why the worfhip is termina- 
tedon the other: and that the act of ado- 
ration whereby God and the Image are 
| worlbipped together, cannot. be Latria in 
re(pect of one, and an.inferiour worfbip in 
refpect of the other, becaufe both the in- 
ternal and external aéts are fuch where- 
in the wor{bip of Latria doth properly con- 
fift : and to thew this to be the Catholick 
_ ‘dogtrine, he proves it, from the practice of — 
— the Catholick Church, which makes geza- 
fletions, bs fopplications, and 
other acts of ZLatriato the Croff, Which 
was the true Reafon of introducing this 
ie Rr 2 doctrine \ 


~ 
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 doitrine of Latria to Images contrary to 


‘Charch in the worfbip of t 


the Definition of the Nisene Connetl, be- 
caufe they faw the conftant  sipstoregs the 
e ~~ could 


not be juftified upon other grounds. The 


Church never owning any Proefopopeia, 
but expreffing its devotions tothe Crefs,as 
really diftinct from, although repre fenting 


- the Perfon of Chrift. 


Cajtt. in 


Ad. Be fe Jo 


25. art. 3 


Card, Cajetan ath, that the a of wor- 
[hip towards the Image of Chrift, is truly 
and properly terminated onthe Image ; wot 
in regard etther of its matter or Form, bat 


asit performs the. Office of an Image. So 


that Chrift himfelf is the Reafon of the 
worfbip of the Image, and his being in the 
Image, is the condttion, by which the Rea- 
fon of worfbip doth excite men to worfbip 
and terminate it. But fince Chrift isnot 


_ affertedto be really and Perfonally ia the 


Image, pue only by veprefentation, Caje- 
tan ought to have fhewn, that an wasor 
by meer Jmazination between Chriff and 


the Jmage, is a fufficient condition for per- 


forming thole ats of worfbip to the Jmage 


which properly belong to Ged alone, 


which he hath not undertaken ; buat he 


_ fhews againtt Darandus, that if the Image of 


Chrift were only worlbipped, as it pats us in 
mindof Chrift, thers any ether thine which 
_ . © * puts 
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puts usin mind of him might be worfbip- 
ped as well 4s an Ingage. And the Pra- © 
Bice of the Church fbews, that it doth not 
-worfbip the Crofs 4s a memorative fign, 
bat becaufe the Image of Chrift is to be 
worfbipped with Latris, therefore it wor- 
fhips it. Thus we fee what the judge- 
‘ment of the moft eminent and learned Di- 
vines of the Roman Church was, concern- 
ing giving the worfhip af Latria to Images 
before the Council of Frent, and upon 
what, that judgement was founded, viz, 
the practice of the Romas Church, in the 
_worfbip of the Crofs. | 


Let us now fee whether this matter hath @.13. 
~ been otherwife determined by the Coazcil 

of Freat, and whether che contrary opi- 

nion hath obtained fince. That wary 

Council knowing very well che practice of 
their Charch and the opinion of Divines, pa | 
only determines due honour and venerati- 25. 
onto be given to Images; not for the fake - 
of any Divinity, or power inherent in them, 

for which they are to be worfhipped, or that 

any thing is to be asked of them, or that 

Truft is to be put in the Images, as it was 

of old by the Heathens, who placed their 

hope in Idols 5 bus becanfe the honour which 

is done to them, w&.referred to the Proto- 

ao Rr 3 types 
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‘types which they reprefent, fo that by the 
ae which we Ue ant before which 
we uncover our heads, and fall down, we 
adore Chrift and worfbip the Saints which 
they reprefent. which. bath been already 

decreed by Councils againft the oppofers of 
Images, efpecially the ese Nicene Synod, 
Where we obferve thefe things. 1. That 
—allesternal A&s of Adoration are allowed 
-to be done to Jmages ; even the very fame 
\. which were to be done to the Perfon of 
Chrift, if he were actually prefent, are to 

be done to his Jwsage to adore him thereby. 

—g. Thae there is not the leaft intimation 

againft giving the fame kiad and degree of 

~ wer{bip to the Image, which is given to 

Chriff himfelf, And fincethe Cowscil al- 

lows no proper vertue in the Jmage for 

which it fhould be wor/bipped, but takes 

all from the reprefentation, and {uppofes 

the honour to pals to the Prototype, Vaf- 
que thinks it is very evident, that the 

| Wafq. in 30 fonfe of the Comacil was, that the Image 
: es cog. 424 the Exemplar were to be worfhipped 
| with the fame Act of adoration, which as 
to the Image of Chrift wnft be no lef thar 
Latria, 3. After the Council of Trent, 
_many of cheirmoft Eminent Divines have 
aflerted the worfhip of Zetria to be given 

$0 Images, Dominicus Sota a Divine : 

or a . fe tae 
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the Councilof Trent determines, that eVEry gory de in 

Image is to be worfbipped with the fame flit. jure 

worfbip, that belongs to the thing, repre-' Paes 
fented ; as the Image of God and Chrift fn. ~ 

with Latria, and of the B. Virgin. and 

other Saints with Dalia, Turrianus, anQ- Twrian 

ther of the Trezt Divines. faith, that the Procano 

Pe Apoft. l. he 

fame adoration belongs to the Image, and¢. ag, 

the Prototype ; as that which is called La- 

tria to Chrijt and his Image, but to Chrift - 
properly, and to the Image equivocally, 

Naclantus a third Divine of that Council Naclant. 

faith, shat if the object reprefented ought» eH : 

to be worfbipped with Latria, fo ought the 

Image too, And what more reafonable 

way. can we have to underftand the fenfe 
Of the Council, than from the Divizes who - 

_ were prefent and managed the debates of - 


it? Gretfer hath a whole Chapter to prove, Gretfer.de 


that the Croff is to be worfbipped with (tli 
Latria,. Card. Paleotus {ah, that the Paleo. de 
fame worfbip which us given to the Proto- 7. 
type may be given tothe Image, but with ‘i I: ni i 
the different degrees of Latriaand Dulia, - 
ot. when, faith he, the Perfon of Chrift 
_ ws worlbipped without an Image, that ado- 
_ vation terminated upon his effence and 
Perfon as in thens{elvess but when he 
worlbipped in an Image, thes hic effence 
and Perfon is worfbipped as reprefented. 
et RRB and © 


2 —~ 
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_- gad being in that Image ; although he be. 
not really there, but according to bis f- 
Gre. a pure awd fimilitude. Gregory de Valentig 
vdalole Lp confefles ig to be che fame Divine worfbip 
‘¥7. | «they giveto the Image of Chrift that they 
do to the Prototype, becanfe the Image t 
_worfbipped in the flega of Chrift, but, he 
faith, s¢ a given ina different refpect te 
them both: but befides this, he allows an 
inferiour worfbip to the Jmage which ig 

| terminated onic felf. And in both thefe 
Pe.thyre, Petrus Thyreus agrees with him. Corneli- 
ud P of- 8. Curtis an Auguftinian, contends for 


. bible. . aes 
‘ge. 1g. Latria to be due to the very Nails of . 


17. Chrifts Croft, by reafon of their Contact of 
ewiicw the perfor of Choifs which warbip, be 
Clavis De- faith, was approved by the Church, when 
wm © 12 Innocent 6, appointed. the. Feffival of the 

Souldiers. Lawace and the Nails of the 
fr de Crofs. Ludovicus de Parawo the Inguift- 


_7 


rane & sour of Sicily determines, that the Croft 


Md, e $.In- . ge & Ps o : - 
quit lg. 0 to be worfbipped with 20 other morfbip 


ih 32° 8: shan that of Latvia: and if it be taken 
"as joyn:d with Chrift in the mind, it u 
to be worfbipped with a perfect att of aa: 

| Si Latria:, which belongs to Chrift pet 
fe and to the Groff concomitanter & per: 
—accidens: bat if:tt betaken as the mate- 
yial object of adoration, then it ts only a Re- 
dative Latria for the fake of Chrift. - 

6 RR - ‘2% ; ¢ 
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—headds, that an Image i truly and proe 

perly tobe adored or coadored with theexe. _ . 

emplar : which he proves from theCowge = 

cil of Trent. To which he fubjoyns a stg. 

remarkable ftory, viz. of one Fob, -Aigi- 

dius Canon Of Sevil, who was free to 

make 4 publick retracation for denying 

the adoration of the Crofs, which was - 

judged to be contrary to the prattice of - 

the Church, when it faith, Q Crax ave fpes 

unica, and in another place Cracem tuem | 

ador amus and for {aying that God was tobe... : 

worfbipped with Larria andthe Crofs with 

Dalia : which propofitions be rejetted as 

heretical; and aflerted that.the Crofs was 

to be worfbipped with the [ame worfbip of 

Latria that Chrift bhimfelf ¢. From 

whence Lud, de Paramo concludes, that 

this opinion ts the msoft agreeable to the 

Catholick Fatth. Paulus Maria Quarti: a Rubrite 

Clericus Regularis, in his late Commenta- fae 

rées on the Rabricks of the Adiffal agrees nia ag 

exactly with Ludovicus a Paramo in the ‘#fr-p. 2. 

manner of adoration of the Crofs: and for inpy Wis 

Images of Chrift, he faith, that their opini- Srit.2. dub. 
on is more probable who make it to be ab- 70 4 
folate Latria, and not reduitiue and Ana. Oe Ye 
logical,  Greyorius Valeutianns in his Hymnod, 
Commentaries on the Hymns declares his £‘iétr.2. 

7 i ae ne” BYMN. 33. 

confene with S, Thomas about worlbipping ». 263.” 
ig te 8 | “gn the 
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part. Lay- the Crofs with Latria. Layman faith, thet 


man. Theol. we do not worfbip the Images of Chriff 
Moral. 4° ith an abfolute Latria, because they bave 
tr. Jule Se see cages cae 
nto 980 Divinity or rational excellency ix them ; 
-. but with a relative worfbip whereby we 
sworfbip the Image and Exemplar together, 
we ought to acknowledge that the Crofs 
' and Images of Chrift are worlbipped with 
Flig. Bef. Latria,  Eligius Baffens a Capuchine 
fe. Flores agrees with Layman, that this « not ab- 


The l. Mg 4 3 de 
‘ie. Sri - folate, but arelative Latria, but he de- 


oe Spl. termines that the Croff whatever mat- 
fo Oy Fe | 


ter it be made of, ought to be worfbipped 
with Latria-as afign ; but that very Crofs 
ox which Chrift did hang, not only as a fign, 
| bat in regard of contact of his body ; and 
fo the Nail and Thorns, and. Sponge, and 
other things which touched his body, ex- 
cept only Fudas ins Lips, and the Af he 
rode on to whe gene becaufe they 
did not partake of his fané#ity, as no 
- doubt the wails and the wood of the Crof 
‘did. But he hath yet a farther fubtiley 
~ aboucthis Latria, for, he faith, that when 
the Image of Chrift t the material objed 
of worfbip, and Chrift as reprefented the 
— Reafon of that worfbip, that is not abjo- 
ute, but relative Latria ; but when chrift 
and the Image together make up the fame 
material object of adoration, then it is 


properly 


(619) | 
properly Latria ; which he endeavours to 
prove both fromthe Councils of Nice and. 
Trent, Phil. Gamacheus a \ate Profeffour pb. Gama- 
of Divinity of the Sorbon determins, that oaued 
the Crof and Image of Chrift as they repre- abe 
[ent him, and as they are conceived toge- — 
ther with Chrift, ought to be worfbipped 
with the [upreme worlbip of Latria ; be- 
caufe Chrift himfelf uw the Reafon of the 
adoration, and becaule the Church doth fo 
worfbip theCrofs.0 Crux ave fpesunica.The . - . 
fame is afferted as to Relative Latriaby 
N. Yfambertws another late Profeffour of Wamber. — 
the Sorbon, (whom I the rather mention, aig. 4” 
that this might not be thought the parti- at. 1.& 
cular opinion of any Orders among them, 4 > 
as of the Dominicans or Fefuits) who af- 
ferts, that both the Croff and Images: of 
Chrift are tobe worfbipped therewith, be- 
caule the Invage and the Exemplar make up | 
one complex object, whofe foul, as it were, 
ws the exemplar, and whofe body w the 
Image, to which object the adoration is dt- 
reched, {0, as that the worfbip to the Perfon 
of Chrift  abfolute, and to the Image re- 

ective: but yet {o, as that the Image ws 
at leaft the partial terminative objedt of 
fuch adoration, 1 might produce many 
more Teftimonies not only of Schoolmen, 
but of Cafuifts, as Fillincius, Facobus a 
: ae 7 ; Graffin, 


~ 


O14, 
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Graffiis, Azorins and others ; bat I need 


not doit, fince Azorius affirms, that this 


is the common opinton of their Divines.- 


All the difficulry is how to reconcile 
this doctrine with the - Definition of the 
Council of Nice: and about this they have 
fallen into parties and made a pleafanc 


Cathar. de Counter-fcafie among themfelves. Carba- 


culty Ima- 
Gi8. Pot 37- 


rinms faith, that none of the Ancients did 
ever allow Images to be worlbipped with 
Latria; andif this propofition be true, that 
an Image as an Image us to be worfbipped 


with Latria, that likewife ts true, that an 


Image wu to be worfbipped with Latria, for 
all wife men underftand an Image as an 
Image ; bwt thu is fo far from being in 
Any anctent Writer that the contrary 15 0X- 


| prefly there, and efpecially in the Decree of 


the Council of Nice ; and therefore, he 
hath no way toexcufe the dottrine of Tho- 
mas, but by faying he had never [een that 
Decree. But it is plain Thomas Aq. had 
more regard to the practice of the Church, 
than to the Defizition of that Syzod, 


which he thought could not otherwife be 


defended, Themain argument of Cathz- 
rinws againft this opinion, is, Latria es 
due to none but God; but an Imaze how- 


ever confidered as an Image w not God. 


And 
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And whatever the Imagination of the Per- 


fox paffeth to apon the fight of an Image 


that cannever make that to be God which 
is not God. if aman takes the Image for 
God, that is an abominable errour: if he 
faith, it i not Godand yet worfbips it with 
Latria 5 this ts plainly giving Latria to 
— fomething elfe befides God. If tt be faid,that 
it ts the fame att of the mind which paffeth 
_ from the Image tothe Prototype, and confe- 
quently the fame adoration of both, this, he 


faith, will not hold, for if the Image be wore . 


Poipped, that muft be the objett of adores 


tion, and the worfbip of the Image muffbe - 


terminated on the Image, other wife it 1s 


not the worfhip of the Image, but of the 


thing reprefented ; neither can tt be une — 


derftood how. there foould be two objects 
and but one adoration. Some anfwtr that 
the Image and Prototype make one total 


object of adoration, andfoit but one AF 


and that of Latria ; but this, faith he, 


makes frange confufion that the att of — 


— wworfbip fbould be equally terminated on 
both, if they fay it begins at the Image, 
and isterminsted onthe Prototype, that is 
not, faith he, proper worfbip of aw Image 


which is not terminated on it, and bow — 


can that be « partial object of adoration, if 
she worfbip be na wayes terminated on tt? 


Others 
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Others fay, there is a twofold Latria pet 
fe & per accidens, rhe former is only due 
to God, the latter may be ziven to an 
Image: this, faithhe, contradtéts the for- 
mer, for then the fame att of worfbip 
would be both per fe and per accidens, | 
which is ridiculous ; and that which is 
per accidens ought not to be looked on as 
worlbip, for any thing may be [aid to be 
_ worfbipped with Latria per accidens. 
Others fay, that the worlbip of the Image 
ts not terminated om the Image, but on the 
thing reprefented, and yet fay it is the 
is of the Image as an Image, which 
as fuch is diftindt from the thing repre- 
fented, which, faith he, 2s not intelligtble, 
To fay the Image is wor[bipped improperly, 
ds a faying not fit for Philofophers or Di- 
vines, but for Poets and Orators, For it 
ts no more properly fatd the Image t$ wor- 
{bipped with Latria, than that the Image 
is the thing reprefented ; which no man 
’ in his fenfes would fay properly, To Ca- 
jetans faying, that ax Image as performing 
the offise of an Image is under that notion, 
the fame with the thing reprefented, hean- 
~ fwers, that fuch a Metawsorphofis is im- 
pofftble by any- att of the Image, or of Ima- 
ginatiin: butto defend, faithhe, that the 
dace as an Image, or as reprefenting : | 
ee | | P 


FOF 

the fame with the thing reprefented, and 
fo as that the Latria is any wayes termi- 
nated on the Image, is to be mad ones felf, 
and to endeavour to make others ‘fo, 
Therefore others fay, that the Images are 
not truly and properly worfbipped, but the 
things reprefented at them, before them, or 
in thems but. this, faith he, deftroyes the 
| worfbip of Images, and is againft the pra- 
«hice of the Church, which direéts the po- 
 flure; words, and figns of adoration, (even 
 incenfe ) to the Images, as when we fay 
to the Croff, O Crux ave fpes unica, This 
_ we feeis the Burden of the Song, among 
them all; the church praétifes: thus, a 
thus, this pradtice muft be defended one 
_ way or other, and happy the man thac 
doth it beft'; buc ftill the praétice muft 
be continued, for Catharinus inveighs 
bitterly againft Erafmus, ‘for faying, be 


thought it. fafer and éafier to take Images 


. Wt of Churches than to fix the juft bounds 
of worlbip and to prevent Super tition, 


And he grants at laft, that by 4 fiction of p.3363 


the mind, fuppofing the Image to be the 


Peron reprefented, it may be faid, that — 
the Image is to be worfbipped with Latria, . 
yet he concludes; that #0 one ancient wri- 


ter, that he could ever fee, did allow, that 
Images might any way be worfbipped with 


Latriay 


4 


Baby _ 
| Latvin, bat all of them did abominate fisch 
anexprejios, Andhe adds, that the do- 
 Grine of Thomas doth rather take off from 
Images, that true and real wor[bip, which; 
he faich, froms the Nicene.Conncil ought te 
be given tothem, and terminated on them- 
_ — felves though for the fake of the things re- 
unin, prefented by them, Atartinus Perefius 
‘Pert Agale Ayala aith, that the doitrine of giving La 

. Ae * tria to Images is repugnant to Fathers 

Inagin. p. Councils, efpecially to the ‘Definition of tbe 
8191286 Coyycil of Nice, andhe adds, that there 
ds no more connesion between 4 fign and 
the thing fignifieds than between two rele- 
«tives, as bétmeen Father and Son, and ab- 
though the Son reprefent the Father, yet ne 
man will (ay, that by the fame aét of know- 
dedgé, whereby Iknow the Son as & Son, ! 
ada yaa bis Father, for then the Relative 
oppofition would be taken away, and the 
different definitions of correlatives 5 fy, 
faith he, although by the Image & come- 
prion doth arife of the thing reprefenteds 
yet it is not the fame att of knowledge 
whereby I apprehend the Image ana 2 
thing reprefented : bat fappofe tt were fe, 
there is wot the fame reafon for wor [bip as 
for knowledge, For it it not repugmant to 
an Image as an Image to be apprelended 
by the. [ame ait with the thing repre p— 
aa a 


-_ 
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but it feems repugnant to an Image a an 
Image to be norfbipped with the Jame 
“swerfbip with the thing reprefented';* by- 
canfe an Image, however confidered, & én 
‘infenfible Creature, to which they all grant 
no worlbip is dues and although it repre- 
fent never fo much, it doth not change its 
nature, but a block remains a block fill, 
and a Stone doth not become rational by it. 


‘Bur, fay they, Is not the Kings Robe wor-. 


fhipped with the fame worthip that his ; 


Perfon is ¢ 1 confefs, faith he, the whole 


‘Perfon as clothed w worlbipped, and bis 
clothes are no more feparated, than any 
‘other habits or difpoftttons he hath abont 
‘him. But, if the Kings Robe be feparated 
from his Perfon, what reafon is there to 
sworfbip that as the. King himfelf ss wor- 
fbipped? and the Princes Image w neither 
‘fubftantially nor accidéntally the [ame with 
the Prince, andtherefore ts not tobe com- 
psred with his Robe ; and although fome ho- 
nour be due to the Kings Image, yet no man 
ever faw, unle[s by the compulfion of fome 
‘Tyrant, a Princes Image worfbipped after 
the fame manner that his Perfon ts. And 
S. Auguftin gives no other reafon for the 
‘worfbip of the humanity of Chri? (which 
‘be compares with the Princes Robe) but 
becanfeit is:united to the Divinity ; which 
_— | Sf) realon 
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_reagfon cannot hold for fuck an Imaginary 
Union, between the Image and the thing 
xreprefented, and therefore it ouzht not to 
- be worlbipped with the fame Adoration, Be- 
, fides, faith, he, éf thu were allowed, we 
might facrifice to au Image, as well as do 
other aéts of Latriatoit, which cannot be 
(aid without blafphemy ; but he concludes, 
that he defines nothing, and fubmits all to 

the. judgement rs the Church, Eftiws de- 

a in fen clares, that although almoft all the School- 
dift. 9. : men. were for. Latria ta be _— to the 
flt.3. . Crofs, yet that it w point-blank againft the 
definition of: the Council of Nice; and ét ts 

an unfatufactory anfwer to fay, they only 
were againft Latria to be given to Images 

for thenifelves or abfolute Latria, for no 
-ganever doubted of that, that they were 
otto have divine warfbip for themfelvess 
andthe Counsil puts a difttnitton between 

the. worfbip of the Image and the Exem- 

plar.s and joyas Images with the Gofpels 

and. Veffels, which no man ever thought 

were tobe worfbipped with any kind of 
_Latria: and that, when S. Bail faith, the 
-hogour of thé Image paffes to the Prototype, 

be meays. no-more than. that the Image is 
benpred for the fake of the thing repre- 
fented: and that, if an Image may be 
werfbipped with Latria, then [acrifice may 

et Psa eg be 


“a 
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be offered to it, which was condemned in 
-Carpocrates aad theCollyridians: and thea 


thofe things which have a nearer conjuniti- — 


on than an Image may be better worfbipped 
fo, as the B. Virgin which bore him in her 
womb. Neither w it enoush to fay, they 
have proper exceHenctes of their own ; 
- for they might receive a double honour, the 
‘one proper, the other relative ; and fup- 
pofing no danger of errour, thenit might. 


be done, and Medina, hedaith, yields zt of 


the B.Virgin not abfolutely, but by realon 
of the conjunction between Chrift and her 
while he was in her womb, Thus far in 
the opinion of thefe men, the cale feems 
~ defperate as to thereconciling the dofrine 
- Of giving Latria to Images with Reafer, or 
the Council of Nice. : | 


- But wemutft not imagine a doctrine fo 
generally allowed and fo fuicable to the’ 
practice of their Church thould be thus 


15% 


givenup. Therefore Vafquez undertakes V4fqux 


the bufinefs, and like a generous Adver- 


fary, not only. proves that this may be the 


fenfe of the Councils, but that they could 
» have no other ; becaufe, an Image cannot 
- be lawfully worfbipped any other way, 
: than asin and by that the exemplar i 
made the term and next. material object 


difp. 108. 
3° iS 


Sf 2 of 
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4 of adoration, This he fhews, not only 
"from the common confent of their Di- 
vines, but from the Council of Trent tt — 
- felf; where it fayes, 1.That no worfbip 
gs to be gives to Images for the fake of any 
Vertue inherent inthem; but if Images be 
‘worfbipped as fepar ated from the exemplar, 
they muft be worfbipped for fome virtue in- 
herent in themfelves ; and whatever tm- 
‘preffion of Sanitity is fuppofed to be in them, 
jt ts only an inanimate fizn of [iach 4 fanctity 
as doth not make it an object of adoration: 
andif the excellency of the thing reprefented 
be the reafon moving to adoration, that ex- 
 gellency cannot be conceived as diftind& 
from the exemplar when it makes the Image 
eapable of adoration. If theyfay the ex- 
cellency is derived from the exemplar to 
the Image, then it follows, that there is an 
inherent vertue in the Images for which 
they are worfbipped, which contrary to 
the Council of Trent. 2. That Conncil 
makes this to be the only reafon of worfbip- 
ping Images, becaufe the honour paffeth to 
the exemplar, which (bews plainly that uc- 
— gording to the fenfe of it, they are to be wor- 
{hipped only as joyned with the exemplar, 
4% by mo meays as feparated from it. 
és. And the fame he proves, by expreffions to 
the like purpofe, from the Council of Nice ; 

| ant 
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and from the former Teffimony of Bajfil, 


which, he faith, cannot be other wife under- 


ftood than of the fame adoration of the 


_ Image and exemplar, or elfe S. Bafils Te/ti- 


mony was very impertinently alledged in 
the Council of Nice, and doth not ferve the 
parpofe for which he ufedthofe words hins- 


feff;. many other Teftimonies he producesy . 


and at laft concludes that the other 


és Gs 


opinion is no older than Catharinus and - 


_ Ayala, and that all thofe who were for the 


worlbip of Images before, viz. Fathers and 
Scheolmen, were of his opinion, And he 


_ proves his opinion from chis reafon becaufe 


no inanimate thing t of it [elf capable of 
worlbip, bat an Image confidered as an 


Image, but without the exemplar, is anin- 


animate thing: the Major he proves, e- 
caufe worfbip ts a token of [ubmiffzon to fome- 
thing onthe account of its excellency, and 


feperiority , but-to ufe fuch to an inanimate 
‘thing,is to make our felves flaves to Images, - 
which would be Idolatry: and on the fame _ 
account aman ules fuch a mark of (ubmiffion, 
he may as well pray to Imazes, or beg fome-_ 


thing of them,asa [ervant doth of his mafter. 


He faith, that Alexander and Thomas, al- 


‘though they never [aw the feventh Synod, 


yet did fpeak the fenfe of it, as well as if 
they had feen it : and when that Council 
| | $f3 denies 


Cs $i 


igi 


— 
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Snaver 
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denics Latria to Images, tt is to be under- 
derftood only of the inward fubmiffion of 
the Soul, and not of the external aéts of 
adoration, and to he an{wers all the argu- 


ments from the Councils and Fathers: and 


le faith, that it may be delivered abfo- 
lutely, that Images are to be worfbipped 
with Latria, if by that be meant the fame. 
wvorfbip which is given to the exemplar ; 
and that the doctrine of inferiour worlbip 
tends to fclly and fuperftition, and that 
his oven opinion is the moft ufeful to be 


preached to the People. Swarezis by no 
_means fatishied with this way, faying, the 
Author of it muft neceffarily fall into the 


abufive and improper way of worlbip which 
is condemned tm Durandus 4x4 Holcot, for 
he takes away all proper worfbip of Images, 
and makes them only feem to be worfbipped , 


fir the external aéts of adoration, without 


the internal is but an appearance of wor- 


fhip, and no real worfbip, Therefore he 


proceeds after another method, which is 


this: 1. The Prototype may be worfbipped - 


in the Image, and the Insage for the fake 


of thé Prototype, with one and the fame 


ack of adoration, both internal and exter- 
wal : to explain. this he diftinguifhes be- 


tween the effe reale, and the effe reprafen- 


sativum of the Prototype 3 and although 
a the 


wv 
= 
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the Jmage doth not contain the Prototype 
inthe firft, ic. does in the latter’ fenfe, 2. és 
_in plain -cerms, although. the Perfox :of . 
Chrift be not in the Jmage, yet we may 
fancy him to be there ; which-being fup: 
pofed, the mind of him that worfhips «is 
carried primarily to the exemplar, and by . 
way of comcomitancy to the dmages not 
believing the wage tobe Chriff; (for that. 
_ were a dangerous thing ) ‘bur that ac doth 
veprefent-him as if he were there: and 
confequently this smagination is afutha 
cient ground to. perform. all acts of 4do- 
vation to the Image, as.if the Perfon of 
Chrift were aGually prefent. Which is 
joit like a Schoalmaffer, whom I knew; 
who being td.come into an unufual pres — 
fence, he goes into a pit, where there 
were many Trees, and a‘though every one 
of them had the effe reale of a Tree, yet 
he fuppofed them co have a diftincét effe 
veprefentativum of the feveral Perfons he 
wasto make his Congies too, and having 
thus faftned the effe reprafentativum of 
the Per fox co the proper Tree, he makes alk 
his approaches. and with the fame comple- _ 
- ments he incended'to ufe to. the Perfons 
themfelves. If-one fhould have furprifed 
~ him in. this a& of cévil worfbip to the 
Trees, and asked him, whether he believed 
rt > i | | the 
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the Trees to be the Perfons whofe names 
he called them by, he would no doubr, 


“Cif-he had been verfed in schoo! Divinity) 


have an{wered co this very fubtilly wich 
Suavez,that hewas not fuch an Afs, not 
to diftinguifh the effe reale of the Tree, 
from the effe reprefentativum of the Per- 


fers; and although he bowed and made 
Leggs to the Trees, he did not confider 
- them in fo doing as Trees, but as reprefent- 


ing. thofe Per fons to whom he was bound 
to fhew all chat Reverence, which he 


_ fhewed to the Trees uponthe Lmagination 


that they. were thofe very Perfons ; fo that 
the Reverence was primarily and. per fe 


| fhewn tothofe Persons, and but concomi- 


santer cr pex accidens, and after an inferi- 
oar manner, tathe Trees; - But faith Sua- 


ve, the Image ts not fo properly adored, as 
 60-adored, us the. Kings Robe ts. with his 
Perfon; and although the Image be really 


different from the Perfow of Chrift, yet he 
is worlbipped imhis true’ Being as repre- 
fented by the Image, and.as it were veft- 
¢d with it, and.fo. they both become one ob- 
ject, aud that Perfox w worfbipped, and the 


_ Image together with him with the very 


farse ac of adoration. . lam glad to hear 
chat, faith the schaelmefter,.for I hope by 
this means, I may do my Reverences tothe 

_ ae Perfons 
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-Perfons themfelves, by performing them 

to theme us reprefented in their true Be- 
‘ings tn thefe Trees ; and I pray Sir do 
‘not think me fuch.a Fop that I would do 
vall this to them confidered as Trees, in 
| ata fignato, for Iconfider them a Jnsages 

$# alle exercito; and although-you may 
thinkI do it to che Trees, you.are mifta- 

‘ken ; my mind all chat while unites the 
—— reprefented and the Tree'together 5 _ 

and although sy: Reverente be primarily — 
defigned. to the Perfon for his own fake, 

and to the Tree oaly for the fake of the 
perfon.reprefented, yet this isonly a co-re- 
verence, fach as aman fhews to the Per- _ 

fon of anothtr, by kiftng the hem of his 
garment, only there the Perfom-is realy | 
Vefted,and here it isonly by Jmsagination, = 
2.. Suarez faith, fice it t agreed among Dif. 54: 
Catholicks, that the. Reafon of the worfbip #5 
of the Image is the. extellency of the ex- 
emplar ;. that may be confidered twowayes. 
1. 5 the objectamy quod or the thing it 
felf worfbippedin and by the Image as be 
fore, 2. As the objectum qio, i.e. 2s 
the Reafon of giving worlbip to the Image 

at felf: and this is that wor(hip which 
Wafquez charges with folly and fuper ftiti- 

on; but Suarez undertakes to prove this 
to be a poffbee and lawful wonfip, ae 

e 7 | the 
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the Jmsage is truly and properly worfbipped 

yon adorato directe ut quodinfo exemplars ; 

i.e. the worfbip not fixing immediately on 

the thing reprefented bat on the Image it 
felf,altheugh on the account of the exemplar : 

- for which he makes ufe of this notable ar- ~ 
gument ; becawfe in this att of wor{bip 
there is nothing omitted but a diretting 
the intention tothe exemplar, bet there ts 
no precept that requires, that as often ae 

, we worlbip the Image, we ought to direct 

our intention farther than the. Image it 

elf; and therefore carb fo lawfal, 

And although, aninanimate thing be not, 

as Vafquez urges, adorabile propter fe, yet 

ic may, @ith Searez, with Wonderful fub- 

tilty, be adorable in fe :propter alind: and 

this fecond kind of sworfbrp he endeavours 

|. os, to prove was eftablithed by the Councils - 
pularn. de OF Nice and Trent, as well asthe firft, .. . 
ee Bellax undertakes ta clear the whole mat- 
23,-24,25. Fe! by che{e propofitions. 1. 2hat the images 
of Chrift andthe Saints are £0 be worfbipped 

not only per accidensor impropric, bat per fe 

‘Sc propric, 9 4s they terminate the wor- 

Pip, as confidered iv themfelves, and not 
 greerly as they reprefent the exemplar: 
which he proves, from the definition of the 

Nicene Council, which decreed Images to 

be worbipped ana w08 with Latria : a ral 
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the Image were to be worfbipped with a 
re/pe ct only to the exemplar, then. it could . 
not be denyed that an Image of Chrift was 
tobe worlbipped with Latria. 2. He would 
not have it faid before the people that 
Images are to be worlbipped with Latria, 
but rather the contrary, becaufe the diftin- | 

clions neceffary to defend it are too [ubtle 
for their noddles, and the truth is, the men 
that make them do hardly underftand them 
themfelves. 3. But if we fpeak among 
our felves and of the plain Truth of the 
cafe, Images may be worfbipped with La- 
tria, but then it s tmproperly and per ac- 
cidens: as it és reprefented in the Image. 
4. If we {peak of worfbip per fe & proprie, 
fo no Image ts to be worlbipped with La- 
tria; becanfe thu was condemned by the 
Nicene Council. 5. Yet, he faith, shat 
the worfbip which ought to be given to 
_ Images per fe & proprie, « analogically 
and reduttively the fame that ws given to 
the exemplar, i.e. the worfbip of an Image 
of Chrift is analogical Latria: So that it ws, 
and tt i wot Latvia; its fo, but we mutt: 
not fay fo; yerif we {peak of the proper 
syor{bip of Images, that é mot foand yet it 
is (0, i,.€. analogically and improperly ; but 
if we {peak of the proper wor[bip:of La- 
 tria, chen it isnot fo. Butdoth not the 
i proper 
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| proper worfbip of Latria belong to Chrifts 


Perfon ? therefore if Chriffs Perfon be 


 worfbipped in the Image, it ought to be 


worfhipped with Latria. Trae, faith Bel- 
larmin, when he w worlbipped in his own. 
Perfon, but not as he is in-an Image by 
participation 5 but he chat is worthipped 
in the Jwage is fuppofed tobe the true ob- 


ject of Latria, and therefore Chriff as 


in the Jmage mutt. be worfbipped with 


Latria, \t- reprefentation be a fufh- 
cient ground of worfbip, then his pe 


fence being fuppofed in the Jmage goth 


require. the fame wer/bip, as they fay is 
due tohim.under the Sacramental fpectes : 
and the manner of his being reprefented in 


— the Jnsage would take no more off from 


Puyol de 
culty adore Robe doth from the wor/bip dae to his Per- 


a 
fert. 5e 


the nature of the wor{bip, than the Princes 


: hs op fon. .And Bernardus Pujol from thence 


proves, fbat it is lawful to worfbip the 
Image andexemplar with the fame att of 


| adoration as one complex object, becanfe 


affert.7. 


logically and reduitively Latria, but proper: 


the Church doth worfbip the Sacrament of 
the Exchavift with Latvia, as it is one com- 
ples object made up of the Species and Chrift 
himfelfas. there prefent. The fame Author 
proves againft Bellarwsin, that the proper 
wor/bip given to Images is not meerly ana- 


Ly, 
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Ly, although more imperfect, like that 
which is given to the humanity of Chrift, 
and therefore, he faith, the meaning of the 
Council was only to exclude abfolute La- 


tria, and not relative , with whom Tfam- ajontert, 


_ bertws agrees, who likewiie faith, that ad 9. 25. 


when the Image and Prototype are wor{bip- oF aie 
ped with Latria, the Image ts a terminative 
object of that adoration, at leaft as a part 
to make one entire object of the exemplar 
_ and the Image, Card, Lugo faith, that. 

Vatquez hath not {poken clearly to this myp. m- 
point, about the aggregate object; made up ae ape 
of the Image andthe exemplar; for, faith a 
he, #f internal adoration were allowed to 7 
the Image as apartial object, it would go 
a great way tothe proving that the Image 

it felf may be fo worfbipped in recto, i. e. 
without the worfbip of the exemplar: and. 
be thinks, that the fame act of adoration 
‘may be terminated in recto, both on the 

Image and the exemplar: and that this 
agoregate object hath « fuffictent excellency 
to terminate inward worlbip upon the — 
‘Image as 4 part of that object. Arriaga di- ‘avriag. de 
fpuces ac large againft the opinion of scare. 
Vafquez ; bucafter all he concludes, that face nie | 
we may [ay abfolutely, that Latriais due to 2. 1.68. 
the Image of Chrift, and he makes it the 
fame cafe as #0 mages and the humanity of. 

: | ns | Chrift = 


—— _ So oe were ee eee 
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+ Chrift sand to the Nicene Council, he faith, 


that they fpake not of the Images of God, 
but of Angels and Saints, to which no 


| doubt. Latria is not due; and he ftretches 


70. 


Peay, de 


Incarn. I. 


5. C. ¥5. 


he 6. 


the words of Epiphanins the Deacon, to 
this fenfe, that xo Images of Creatures are 
to be worlbipped with Latria; therefore, 
faith he, they did worfbip the Image ‘of 
God with Latria. Very {ubtle I- confefs! 
-and like Epiphanius his own felf, who ar- 
guesin chat Council, much after that rate, 
and with equal probability.  Petavine 
concludes with the generality of their Ds- 
vines, that the defign of the Council of 
Nice was only to exclude abfolute Latria, 


| and not relative : for which he quotes 


Aome great Divines in the Romans Charch 


the Greek ag! wherein it is faid, 
that the Image doth not differ in Hypofta- 
fis from the Pyototype but only in nature: 
from ‘whence he tnferrs, that itis the fame 
act of adoration tothe Image and the thing 
reprefented. But if all che danger Jay in 
fuppofing Jmages to be diftinét hypoftafes 


the Heathens in that Council declared, that 


they did not look on them as fuch, but only 
as. reprefentations, and therefore in thac 


_refpe@ they were no more to blame chan 
the2vécene Fathers in the Worhhip of them. 


From all this di{courfe we fee, (1) That 


do 


— 


(639) 


do affert proper and sbfolute Latriato be. 


given to the Zmages of Chrift, as thofe 
who aflert, the Image and Chrift to make up 


one entire abject of adoration, (2.) Thac | 
‘the doctrine of a Relatlve Latria to be 


given to Images, and fuch as is givento 

‘the bamanity of chrift, hath almoft uni- 
yerfally obtained.in che Roman Church. 
(3.)° That they all agree in this, that the 
external atts of adoration are to be per- 
formed to Images, fuch as genuflections, 

‘proftrations, burning of Lights.and Incenfe, 
| &ec. 4.) That chofe who affert an infec. 
rtour adoration to be given to Images, da 


fuppofe that adoration to terminate inthe — 


Images themfelves, alchough it be given 
on the account of the thing reprefented, 
(5.). That chofe who differ from each other 
in this matter, do in effeét charge one ano- 
ther with Zdolatry : but of that afterwards. 


‘Nothing now remains to the full fating 
of this: Comtroverfie, but to confider the 
practige of the Roman Church in the wor- 
{bip. of Images, which may be gathered 


0.16. 


very much from theformer dé/cour/e, but - 
will receive fomewhat more light by thefe — 
‘obfervations, 1. That the Church of | 


Rome hath determined in her publick Off;- 
ces, that Latria is due to the Croff of 
|  Chrift, 


- (640) | 
pontificate Chrift, viz. ‘in the. Pontificale, wher 
Rem. Ordo the Rubrick devermines the manner of pro~ 


ad vecip. 


Inperat. Chior at the reception of: the Emperour 5 
Rubs te and-thereiic is faid, that the Crof of the 

; Legat ought to have the right hand, quia 

debetyr ci Latria, becaule Latria is dué to 

it, not only chacit may /awfully be given to 

ét, but that tt is due po st, without any 

mention of the exemplar, or any diftin- 

éFions, or-limitations about the zatare of 

this. Zatria. 2. That folemm prayers 

are made for the confecration of the Images 

| fet up for worfhip and for virtue to be given 

Petifc.intothem. Inthe Office of benedittion of a 


Beniditi- new Croff there is this prayer, © 


Rogamus te Domine Sanite,. od 
ter omnipotens, femptterne De- 
us, ut Diqneris bene bicere Doc 

Aignum Crucis‘tue, ut ft reme- 
dium Salutare genett humanos 
fit Coliditas fidet, peofedtus bono- 
tum operum, rebemptio antma- 
rum; fit folamen, € peotectta ac 
tutela contra (eba facula tntmi: 
coum, Per Dominum Bo: 

frum, &c. | . | 


Is this prayer made in faith or no? 
whereby they pray for fuch mighty — 
| CS 
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fits by a sew Crofs, and totakeaway any 
fulpicions of Afetonymies and. Profopopeia’s 
it is faid exprefly hoc Lignum Crucis tua, this 


wood of thy Crof,may be a wholfome remedy - 


to mankind, a firengthener of faith, an in- 
creafer of good works, the redemption of 


— Sonls, a Comfort, protettion and Defence 


againft the cruelty of our enemies. And af- 


ter {uch prayers, allowed and ufed by pub-~-- 
lick Authority in the Rowman Church, with |” 
what confcience could the Couscil of Trent. - 


fay, that they believed no vertue in Images, 
nor hoped for any thing from them ?. After 
this, che Bé/bop confecrates the iacen/é, and 
prays for many good thingsto come by that 
coo, then the Crofs is (prinkled with Holy 
water, and then he éycen/eth it, faying, 


 Sandificerur tignum idud, inno 


Mine Paktris ¢ FEU, ¢ Spt 
tritus + Ganat ; g denedictto il- 
{ius lignt in quo membaa fanda 

.. falbatozis Cufpenta funt, ft in 
ifto ligno 5 ut oantes inclinan: 

‘tefque fe p2opter. Deum ante 

ifam crucem indentant cogpozis 

anime fanitatem.. Per -eun- 


Then the Bifbop kneels before the Crofs, 
ee Te and 


( 642 ) | 

vand devoutly advres, and keffes it, : and as 
many befides as pleafe: after this follows 
along prayer for the faséfification of that 
pew fion of the. Crofs ; then the Bifbop 
kacets adores and kijJes again, and as many 
as will. Then follow particular Offices for 
the confecration of an /mage of the B. Vir- 
gin, and of other Imayes, In the Cere- 
_ Satvar. Ce moniale Romanam, We find very ftrange — 
de conjecr. PYayers upon the Confecration of the Az- 
Agnus Dei. ngs Dei’s, which if there were any ground 

to hope for any of the advantages there 

prayed for, by the worfbip and honour of 

them, no ‘one that foved either his Sou? or 
_ Body would be without them. For the Pope 
himfelf, goodman, prays thus, — 


- Cu eos benepicere, Canctifiicae 
«ke, @ conleerHaré Digneris, ut 
tua larga benedidione fansifi- 

catt eandem birtutem accipiant 
‘Contra cinnes diabolicas Derflu- 

tas @ fraubdes maliqnt {pirttuss 

ut fllos debote tuper Ce ferenti- 

ss bus, nulla tempefias eifdem pee- 

. Daleat, nulla adbderfitas bomi- 

* netud, nulla aura peftiens, ne- 
que aeris cogruptio, nullufque 

_ mogbus. caducus, nulla matis 
3 peotella ¢ tempettas, nuflum in 
ee -% cendium, 
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Conibiuim, fieque ulla iniquitas Dai | 


minetur eis, neque peebaleat : 


poma parts cum matre incolu: | 


mis conferbetur per Mterteffio: - 
nem unigentiti, &&c. | 


What admirable verrue have thefe 
Agnus Devs in them ! they are, good azainft 
«the Devil, good againft Storms, peffilence, 
falling-ficknefs, and Sin; and what tould 
a man with for more ¢ But then ic is to . 
be. obferved that thefe vertues do not de- 
- pend meerly on che catrying of thefe about 
one, but the worfbip of them is required 
coo: So in another prayer there extant, 


Bene H ditas, ¢ benedica fariaie 
*¥fites, quatenus tplozum bene: - 

_ Yattone & Honoe nobis famulis 
tuis trimina diluantur, &c. 


And there we find the Verfes of Urbea 
$. which he. fent to the Greek Emperour - 
with three Agnns Deis. No Adountebank 
ever fet forth the power of his Atedicines 
with more advantage, than the Pope doth 
the vertae of his Agaws Deis, 


Tea "Bale 
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rsalfamus, & munda cera cum 
| Cheilmatis unda, 
— . Conficiunt Agnum 5 quod munus 
Do ttht magnum: | 
Fonte = natum per mpttica (an: 
atficatu 
‘Fulgura de e furtum hepellit, omne 
ss Malignum 
| Peccatum frangit, ut Cheittt fan: 
quis: ¢ angit. 


. -Peegnans {erbatur s fimul @ pat: 


tus Itberatur. 
Mona defert dignis ; bittutem Des 
' fruit ignis, 
Pied Anunhe be flucibug  evipt | 
unde. 


| ‘Stephanus Quaranta having met Ww with 3 a 
more perfect Copy, addsfome more.verfes 
of the vertues of thele, little Jmages of 
wax 3 and it is great pity any of them 


fhould be loft. 


oo ae er eres. 


— PBorte tepentina ferbat, Sataneque 
-ruina. 
S&F quis bonoget eum, retinet fuper 
botte Cropheum, 
— - Parlque minog tantum tota balet 
Atntegea —e | 
Agnus 


ee <2) 
Agnus Dei, milerere mei, = 
Aut crimnta tollts, milerere nobis, — 


dt ts not to be queftioned, {aith Azorius, 
but,.the Pope bimfelf having made thefe | 
prayers over them (towhom alone it be- 4%" I- 
longs. to confecrate them the firft year of ae righ 
his Popedom, and every feventh year af- | 
ter) they will have the effects prayed for, — 
if they be ufed with that due reverence 
and devotion which required. J find - 
nothing moré ingenuonfly confeffed to 
have been taken from Heatheni/m, thanthe - 
wearing of Agnus Det's for fuch afes, by 
Cardinal Baronius,and Rafponi. Baront- pis s 
us faith, the newly baptized ufed to have a6 4. 
them hanged about their Necks, inftead of 7 
the little Amulets the Gentiles put upon 
their Childvens necks againft fafcination. 
For, faith he, s¢ being impofftble to break off 
abl the Gentile Cuftomes, in thofe who were 
become Chriftians, they were allowed the 
continuance of them, fothey were turned to ipa 
' the worfbip of the True God. And Card. afl Lae. 
Rafpont faith, that inftead of the little teran. |. 2 
Images of falfe Gods, thefe were invented? P44 
tobe wornfor the fame porpeles, viz. the : 
driving amay the mifchiefs both of body 
and foul, Thele were called Bulle, which 
were worn by Boys, and Pape, by Girles, 
or ae Tt 3 being 


- 


- Ammians. 


4 
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being little round Images, that were firfk 
hung upon Children, and after ufed by the 
greatelt Perfons, as by thofe that Tri- 
umphed, as Refpomi Obferves , to prevent 
the power of enchantment, (Thofe tha 
confider this and the (alive lufirelis, ufed 
upon the dies /ufirisws among the Bea- 


Perf S4e a Fronteing; aly; ada labella 
tea Infami digite, & luftralihus ante falivis 
7 EXptat————  % 


with the great vertues attrybuted bythem. | 
' . to falt,and aile, and bely water, may cafily 
underftand that part of the Reman Rituale, 
which-concerns the ceremostes they have | 
added to Baptifns.) But befides the Rule, 
which the Heathens uled for dumulets, they 
had Jittle Jmages, which they carried 
about withthem ; in which they fuppofed 
| there were great vertues, and ta which 
Djol.43. they gave divine worlbip. So Dia faith 
.— Cafar carried a little Imaya of Yeous ; and 
‘Sneton. in Suetonins of Nere, that he had Jcunculem 
i. + pueHarem, and which he fecretly waxfbipped 
three times a day ; and Afcleptades did 
“Marcell, carry alwayes about with him « ete 
“pa, image of the Dea Corleftis, faith. Amnsia~ 
Apoleg. Hs MarceHinus ; as Apuleius faith, = 


H 
\ 
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did himfelf, « Ase/e.. Mercury which he 
werfbipped, which, he (aid, euyht not to 
be poled but with pure haxds, being a 
confecrated thing 3 jalt as Azoriwe deter- 4%" |. 9 
mines, thet x0 Laymen enyht to touch ax pe 
Agnus Dei, for the very fame reafon, be- clipe m- 
cafe they are confecrated: andthe Coun. Coa Jub 
cil of Aftlan under Carolus Borromeus Borrond.2. 
(fince Canonized ) declares, that when ® 4% 4> 
any Artificer makes agoldenorCryftal cafe. 
to pat aw Agnus Dei ix, be muft not pre- . 
funse to tonch it either with his Gloves, or 
with any infirament , but be muff fend 
for one in boly Orders to put it intothe cafe. 
And afterall this, is it poffible for any to 
fuppofe, that the Heathens did attribute 
wirtue to theit Jmages, and that they in | 
the Church. of Rome do not? when they 
pray for virtnes to be gives tothem; and 
believe great efficacy tobe in them, and a/e 
them with as much /fuperftition as the 
Heathens did. Whatever then the Cons. 
cil of Trent hath determined to avoid ° 
calumny, the folemn Prayers, and Offices, 


and Praétice of their Charch, do fuffici- 


ently manifeft that they believe virtue 


| co bein dmeges, and confequently do rra/t 


in them for thofe effec#s which were pray'd 


to be given by their means, . 


Trg  G)We 


Quintil. 
declam. 


323: 
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-” (3.) Weought to compare the practice 
of the worfbip of Images in Heathen and 
Chriftian Rome together ; andif either ex-° 
ceed the other, che latcer hath. done it in -- 
fome parts.of folly and fuperfiition, The 
folemn rites which concerned the wor/bip 
of Jmages in Heathen Rome lay in thele 
things, 1 Confecration. 2. Supplication, 
3- Pompous Proceffion. | 
1. Confecration S£ Images for publick 
worfbip ; which was to be performed by 
the Pontifices or Priefts. Before Confecra- 
tion, faith Qusntilian, they are only the 
Works of Mens hands, it « that which 


"brings God into them, and makes them fit 


to be fet up for worfbip ; this therefore 


ss not to be permitted to all, but only to 
thofe whofe hands are pure, and devoted 
to facred things, This comfecratiow was 


generally performed with a certain form 


Guth. de 


Pat. pura 


Pontific. 
Lede Ce 22. 


Minuc, p. 
26. 


of rords, which is now loft with the old 
Pontifical Books: but. perhaps, faith Ge- 
therius, they had-none at all; no more than 
they badin the Confacration.of Emperours , 
which was done only by the folemnity of 
the actionit felf. Adtnucius Felix makes 
the adorning, confecration, and prayers, to 
be the neceffary things, which make az 
Image to become-a God; i.e. when it is 
folemnly dedicated to, divine worthip, 
‘ — oo ee Bur 


ON 


: . - : 
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' But they had two forts of confecrated 
Images, fome that were only ornamental. 
which they called &j¢aya7e 5 and others — 
that were the proper Images of the Tem- . 
ple, which were fec up over the middle . 
Altar, and to that God, whom that Image 2 
reprefented, the Temple. was dedicated, | 
andthe refi, as Servius tells us, were oly Serv. in 
to beautifie the Temple. Vitruvius faith, 778-3 
the Images were to be above the Altars,l.g.c8 
that they who came to pray and facrifice | 
at the Altar, might look onthe Divinity 5 - 
as ic is fully exprefled in one of the: | 
Coyns.of Domitian mentioned by Gutheri- Gutier. de 
wsiand Gevartius. This was the High pont. 13, 
Altar, befides which, there were general-¢.6. 
ly cwo other at leaft ; the one near the Sion” 
entrance, where the Bea/ts were facrificed tab, 32. 
and burnt; the other held the Veffelsand™ 4 _ 
Utenfils and was called Asclabru faith Fef. v.Ae 
Feffus : but che chief Altar was that, over “4” 
which the smage was placed,and was called. 
altare ab altitudine, i, e. the high Altar. 
And itis very obfervable, although it hath 
béen little caken notice of, chat the Sacri- 
fices were burnt at the ower Altar ; which 
the Priefts having done, they then went up| 
to the High Altar,and there did adolere,i.e. 
offer incenfe aad prayers; for aS Arnobi- srnohl.9. 
ws aith, they did caft their incenfe into the 0. 232 
a Fire, 


or 
- $ 
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Fire, ance ipfa Numinum figna, before the 
Images of the Gods, which, he there faith, 

they believed to be the chief part of wor- 

fhip, and to have the greateft influence on 
propitiating the Gods, From whence I ob- 

ferve, how unreafonably thofe of the 
Church of Rome, meerly to excufe them. 

felves, have made — the only exter- 

nal a@ of Latria, and excluded Jacenfe 

and Supplication from being peculiar to 

God ; when among both fews and Gen- 

tiles, thefe were looked on asthe more /o- 

' lemn and divixer parts of worfbip. 
2. Supplication : which properly relages. 

tothe prayers made in great defireffess 
but J cake it as comprehending all their 
folemna prayers ; which were wont to be. 

made among the e/d Romans, with great 

| expreffions of devotion, before the Images 
Aynobl. 1.0f their Gods ; which in Arnobins is expref- 
P29: "fed by Deorwm ante ora proftrati; by 
Luert. 1g, Lucretius, Pandere palmas---- Ante De- 


| Cefar de” um delubra , by Caefar, ante fimulachra 


belleckutae rojecti vittortam a Diis expafcerent ; by 


Lucan. 12. Lucan, mafteque tenent delubra caterva ; 
Ovid.Fat.  Summilfog; gene vultus in imagine Dive 
a Fixtt, | ys 


which; 
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which, with many other expreffions to 
the fame ‘gt om in Latin Authors, do - 


imply, that they made their prayers be- 
fore the Images of their Gods ; and not 
thac they took the Images themfelves for 
Gods, any otherwife than thofe do who iup- 


pofe fome extraordinary prefence after. 
sanfecration, or by the power of Imags- 


nation reprefented them as prefent to them 
— uncheis Images, which the Romans proper- 


ly called Adoration: which was orare ad 


to pray to them as prefent; or ad os orare, 
as Gatherias interprets ie; thence 4rz0b- 


Guth. de 


Vet. sure 


ns, gustiaianis fupplicationihns adorare, pontif. 
And chis on — occafions, was perform- (4. ¢ 17. 


ed thropgh all the Tessp/es for two or three 
days, as the Senate thoughe fit, as we 
find it often in Livy, with folemn proceft- 
ons Of the People. | 

— 3 Another part of the Dévine Honour 
they gave to . /mages, was the carrying 
them in Pomp upon folemn Feftivals 


Arnobe lie 


( which is largely defcribed by Dionyfas :) hi dag 
For chen they carried their Gods from the npr | 


Capitel through the Forum inte the great 


Cirque ; and after the feveral Orders of 


, patns in the Proceffion, dt laff came the 
Images of the Gods carried upon mens 
basks 5 and when this proceffion was over, 


the prayers and facrifices began. This 
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- was looked ‘on as fo peculiar to the Gods}. 


that Suetonius reckons it as one of the 
great inftances of Cafars affeting Divine. 
Honours, that he would have his wage 
carriedin this (ached Proceffion, =. 


_. Let us now fee what. the Pradtice of 


Rome Chriftian hath been in thefe particu- 
Jars, 1. For. confecration, we have alrea- 
dy feen the fet Forms appointed for it in 
the Roman Pontifical ; although the N2-. 
cene Councél thought no other cosfecrati-. 


- ow neceflary, than the fetting up the Jmages 


for publick worfbip ; yet the Roman Church 


_ would not let People imagine them defe- _ 


tive inany thing which the Heathens did 
towards the more folemn worfhip of 
Images. 2. For fupplication before them s. 
let the Jmages fet up for worfbip over the — 
high Altar {peak for them, whether in this 
point of adoration they come behind Hea- 


then Rome. By the Rabrick of the Azif- 
. fal, in every folemn Mats, the Prieft us: to 
90 up tothe middle of the Altar, and there 
- having kiffed the Altar, he puts theincenfe — 


into the Thuribulum, which he ws to do three 


times with hu right hand, and his lefthand 


on his breaft; having done thi; he makes a. 
profound Reverence to the Crucifix over. 
the Altar (as appears by the picture of the © 
a, oe Altar 


(6 53) | a a 

Altar in Gavantus) and three times ine Gavant.ig. 
cenfeth that , then bowing again to the Mif.p — 
Crucifix he incenfeth the Altar ; whichis '°3* 

to be'done with fo much nicenefs and cere- 

mony, that Gevantus seckons up twenty | 

nine times, with their exact order, wherein 
thefeveral parts of the Altar and Crucifix 

are to be zacenfed by the Prieft who cele- 

brates 46s. if there be any Reliques or 

Images of Saints about the Altar, after the 
incenfing and adoration of the Crucifix, be- 

fore, the Prieft goes frons the middle of the 
Altar, he firft incenfeth thofe on the right- 

hand, andthen making his Reverence to the 

Crofs, he doth the fame tothofe onthe left- 

hand. Philander in bis Notes on Vitravigs ,P)ilend.in 
ae : wy  Vitrels ge 
inhis Difcourfe to Paul 3. about the right c.g, * 
placing. of Images faith, That the due placing 

of Images wover the Altars, asthe Image 

of the ALadonna at Loreto, hatha holy Al- | 
tar before ic of {quare ftone, faith Tur fel- tuft. big. 
Anus; andaccordingly Atattheus Riccius hg 
faith, That in Chita they placed the Image Trigaud.de 
of the B.Virgin on.the Altar, where they “riftia. 

: i ee ; Exped. 
every day did offer their Devotions. Aloy- goud Sinas 
fius. Novarinus glovies in-the iavention of ' 4. 0.116 
a new fers of worjbip, ‘iz. of the Bir Tasar 
gin big-bellied, with Chriftin ber womb s Eleét.fané. 
which was called, LA MAD ON-! 46 34 
NA DELL’ ALLEGREZZA,.. 


and 


and he faith, Phat be canfed an Alsar 26 
be evetted, aad an Image to be fet np for 
thes wworfbip, firft ar Verona , and defires 
st may be generally received, as the moft 
excellent way of her worfbip, to promote 
which, hefaith, be bad written, (no doubt, 
anadmirable Book) Of the Life of Chriff 

én the Womb of the Virgin, 
And for praying to Images, it is done 
wich as much ceremony and formality as 
it ever was among the Heathens s with 
_. ‘proffrations, gennflettions, looking as de-— 
 wontly apon the Images, approaching vo 
» | them,! and somchiag chem with as much 
 fbew of Reverence as ever was ufed arnone 
| thems infomach that if an ofa Roman were 
revived and faw the modera practices of 
 worfbip of Images:ar Rome, he would fay 
they had done by worfbrp as the Stoicks did 
by Philofophy, viz.- only chanyed the 
Names, when the things were the fame. 
_. Nay fcarce any /uperjtrrion can be menti- 
oned fo barbarous among the Heather inlo- 
laters towards Images, but it is pratctifed 
inthe Roman Choreh s witnels the bixding 
| | the Image of S. Anthony t pet 2 good 
pellavale Wind, which Peter Della Kalle faith, # 
Ett. pened wfed, and not without farce f among 
| Payee ‘the Portugais; and Boulaye le Gonz menti- 
‘1.2.6.5 Ons their putting the Images of S. Antho- 
. 5 , . : ny 


the Crofs, as the Image of Chri 
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“ny and the B.-Virgin, with their Heads — 
forwardinto wells, drawing them up and 


down there, to procure rain, and for other 


very wfeful parpofes. But fetting afide — 


fuch barbarous Soperfitios of the People 
( which is not condemned by their fpiricual 


Governours that we find) we need in- 


fift on no more than whae is either re- 
qaired, ot commonly allowed and pracifed 
with Approbation. We havealready feen 
by the confeffion of their beft Writers, 
That their Church does allow praying to the 


Crof in the moft exprefS and formal terms 


of Prayer, O Crax Ave fpes unica, Hoc pymnad 


‘palfionis tempore, Pins adauge Gratiam, Re- Veper 


3/que dele Crimina, Wherein Bernardus patio. 
Pujol confeffes that not only the common Pujol de 


people, but the Charch it felf rhit aiid fo 


hf ovat. 
ifp. 3. 
3 and. sed. é, 


what is this chen,but praying to the Imaze ? 281. 


Upon the third of AZay we find this Anté- 
phonato the Crofs, 


O Crux [plendidior cuntty affris, muan- prev. Ron. 
; . . a oa 
do celebris, hominibus multum ama- Fé. Maii 


fi a portare talentum mundi,dul- 
ce lignum, dulces clavos, dulcia 
ferens pondera, Salva prafentem 
catervam in twis hodte laudibws con- 


Lregatam. 
But 


O. tnuent, 


bilis, fanttior univer fis, qua [ola fni- Si 


Crucis. ° 
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But the moft folemn adoration of the 
Crofs is performed upon Good-Friday, 


which according to the Rubricks of the Ro- 


man Miffal is afterthis manner, Prayers 


reir. Mife being ended, the Prieft goes to the Epiftle 


Sat 


fexta in 


de feria 


fide of the Altar, and there takes the 
Crofs from the Deacon, and.then turns 


/ Parafieut. to the People, and by degrees uncovers a 


little of it from the top, and begins the 
Antiphona, Ecce lignum Crucis, in qua 
falus mundi pependic, Them the Choire 
fings, Nenite Adoremus ; at which they 
all proftrate themfelves ( not to the earth 
faith Gavantus, but with kaeeliny, and 
avery lowly Reverence ) Then he goes for- 
ward to the Corner of the Altar, and 
opening the right-hand of the. Crucifix, 


and lifting it up a Ketle, he fings loader, 


Ecce lignum, cre. and the reft fing and 


adore agains thenhe goes to the middle of 


the Altar ,- and uncovers the whole cru- | 
cifix, and lifts it up and fings yet louder, 


_ \andthey adore, as before, When this is 


done, the Pricft. carries it to a place 
prepared before the Altar, and there knee- 
ling he places tt; then he pulls off bie 
Shoves, and goes to worfbip the Crofs. , 
three times kneeling, before he kifles.it.: 
and after him, the refi do it tn their. 
Order, Andthe Pope himfelf on that day, - 


lates 


=~ 
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dates afide his Mitre, hath his Shooes pull d corm, 
‘off 5, and goes between two Cardinals ad Sacrl.2.dé 
_ adorandum, to worfbip the Croft, before sp," wes 
| which he kneels three times at aconveni- 2 
ent diftance, and prays, and then kiffes it: 
and fo all the Cardinals twoandtwo, and - 
the reft after. them, Several other Ce- 
remonies there are in the aziffals of Tork 
and Salisbury; but thofe whichare inthe 
Roman Miffal are fufficient fo prove that 
they in the Roman Church are bound to give 
as folemz adoration to the.Crofs, as ever’ 
any Heathens gave to any Images wharlo- 
ever. Befides this, they make folemn [up- 
plication to other Images of Chrift ; asto 
that of the Veronica at Rome, in thofe 
known Verfes, Salve fantta Facies noftri 
Redemptoris, &c, wherein they pray.cto 
the Image, to purge them from fin and 
bring them to heaven; whichare pretty - 
reafonable requefts to be made to an Jmage, 
éfpecially fo authentick a one asthatis: 
of which Bzovinstaith, That it hath fu- BXov 
} <p Jy Ae 12166 
preme honour among Chriftians, axdhaths.y6, 
dn Altar on purpofe for it, whichiscalled 
| Altare fanétiffimi [udarii, (as he thews 
from Grizsaldus ) in S.Peter’s Church at — 
Rome,cy was inthe Oratory of Pope John7. 
and the Afonsments of the confecration of 
that Altar are fill i aa among other. 
oe u Re- 


” 


—_ Port 
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Records of that Church : which had Priefts 


belonging to it, This Image is fhewed at 


folema times, and then che people fall 
down and wirfbip its the manner where- 


w£n. Sylv. OF is defcribed by Pope Péas 2. relating 


Comment. 
d. 8. 


the proceffion of the Pope at the tranflatt- 
om Of the Head of S. Andrew , The Pope 
coming in Pomp with the Cardinals and 
Clergy to that part of the Church where 
the Veronica was , commanded it to be 


 fbewn, Forthwith the Cardinal of S.Matk 


goes up the fleps, and fbews the venera- 
ble and facred Image, the people three 
times crying out Mercy. It was, faith he, 4 
wonderful thing at one time to fee our B.Sa- 


| wiowr (in this Zmage )' and the Reliques of 


Gretfer de 
Image non 
manufattis 
iz Je - 


the Apoftle; and the Pope and Cardinals 
and Clerzy kneeling and praying with their 
heads uncovered, Viz. to this’ Fwage of 
Veronica? Gretfer faith, That in fome 
Miffals there was a Mifla de Veronica, with 
4n Indulgence granted by Innocent 4. ‘to 


: thofe who faid that Mafs, or but the Col- 


«+ Jeet there mentioned, after ‘which follows 


| Bolland. in 
4. Febr. 


Stt.3.0.13 


the Sequence, viz. Salve fancta facies,¢rc. 
full of devout affections, faith Gretfer 3 
which Bollandus {vppofes to be the Pfalm 
made Ly Innocent 3. for the honour of the 
Veronica, of which Matth. Paris peaks. 
But we are not toimaginethe Veronica to 


en (1) > 
‘be only thus worfhipped ac Rémie s fot 
the very fame is pretended to be in spai# 

‘cog, in the Cathedral Charch of Faen in 
Batica, where it is likewife fhewed and 
worfhipped with mighty Reverence anda 
kind of Sacred’ horrowr, faith Bollandus, == 
twice @ year, Lucius Marinans faith 14. Mats 

‘There w [0 much Divinity in it, that no rab. pans 

man can tell what colour it + ofs andls 
that the worfbip of it hath mightily en- 
viched the place ; to which Clement 7. 
cand Falins 3. granted large Indulgences, 
and Litanies are appointed tobe uled by 
the people at the fhewing of it. There 
are othersof them fhewed, and worfhip- 
ped in other places as both Bollandus and 
-Gretfer confess at which they feema lit- 
‘tle troubled, but think to.falve all by fay- 
‘ing, thatthe reftare copies, or that Yero- 
mita’s handkerchief had three foldings 5 
‘and every one had a diftinét Image, where- ~ 
-of one was kept at Rome, another at Fe- 
 -gufalem, anda third in Spain, but whe- 
‘ther Originals or Copies, whether trae of 
| ‘falfe, they are all worfbipped, where ever — 
| they are, .with mighty devotion, and mi- 

. “racles arefaid tobe done by them. = Zaci- oo 
‘as Marinews mentions another Image -of Lut. Mérin 
Chrift which was folemnly worfbipped im | 
‘Spain, Viz, one made by Nicodemns, and 

ea aha 
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was found by a Aderchant.in an Ark floating 

on the Sea ; Cujus Imaginis invocato Nu- 

mine, faith he, The Divinity of which 

| 7 Image being praya to, yy Md of tn- 
2. firm perfons were healed, And he faith 
| of Ferdinand Kitig of Spain, That he did 
- . moft devoutly worfbip a certain Image of 
God, which he carried about with him. 

Ab ea itaque quicquid & neceflario & ho- 

nefté perebat, facile femper affequeba- 

tuts be obtained cafily and alwaies, what 
ever he duely prayed for to the Image. 
Another Divine Image of Chrift which. 

hath folemn fupplications made to it is 

that émprinted on the facred Sindon, or 

Shroud at Befancon, which is fbewed twice 

‘4 year upon 4 Mountain near the City, 
where vaft numbers of people meet to adore 

it; and the Devils roar at the opening 

of tt, and the Skies of a fudden clear, 
although it rained before, when it ts 
_foewed, and doth [uch mighty wonders , 
chifte.de that Chifflesius faith, Prefesti Divino 
Had | Numine femper affulget ; it bath alwaies 
chriti. & Divine Prefence with it ; forty hours 
f 11,13 prayers, he faith, are often made to it, 
| andinextracrdinary neceffities itis carried 

. tn. proceffion like the Ark, ( but more holy 
_ than the Ark) andin a time of general 
t.14. Peftilence, hefaith, they finding no other 
a _ ~ . ho 
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remedy did flyinS, Sudariiafylum & cii- 
-entelam, into the Sanctuary and protecti- . 
on of this Divine Image, and thereupon 
the City inflituted a fociety and folemn | 
proceffion to the honour of it every year, 
on the third of May, to which other Cities — 
of Burgundy, as Dole amd Salines, joyzed 
themfelves ; and Gregory 13. granted an 
Indulgence to the Altar erected. for the 
honour of this Image: which wu called Al- 
tare S Sindonis. The like might be fhewed 
concerning other Zwsages, but chefe are 
{ufficient to my purpote, to- prove the com- 
mon and allowed practice of the worfbip of 
Images in the Roman Church, as to the 
Rites of Supplication and adoration, to be © 
aS extravagant, as ever were among the 
Heathens. 7 

3. For Solemn Proceffsons with Imsages, 
we have as great Inflances as ever were 
among them; witnels the Proce ffiox with 
the Jmage of S. Roch by the grave Fathers 
of the Council of Conftance , which was 
done, faith Baronius, by a decree of that Baron.Mar- 
Council 5 when upon the Plague raging Vin Au: 
there, bu Image was carried through the — 
City in folemn Pomp, upon which the 
_ Plague flayed: from this example, faith he, 
his Images were every where [et up, and 
Alsars, Chappels, and Temples eretted to. 

a Du 3 him, 


(662) 
bim. Witnels, The Procefion at Rome: 
by Paul2. wherein the Pope and Cardinals 
went barefoot , the Image of S. Maria de 
 gigecon. in Populo, and 'the Image of our Saviour in 
pawlo2, the Lateran being folensnly carried to gain 
How. 6, 4 vittory over the Turks, Cardinal 
2.16. | Rafponi taith, That ix thought to be the. 
Ralponi de moft effectaal way to obtatz favour Ana 
afl Later. 9": 
hegs 1g. 7C7 Of God, to carry the Image of our 
| Saviour frors the Lateran Church in a fo-. 
lemn a to S. Masia Major; for 
: then they think their prayers are moft fure 
to be heard, whew the ymage of Chrift 
— flands by that of the B. Virgin, whofe | 
_ Authority and Favour is fo great with 
ber Som. So Stephen 3. found whem he 
carried the Image op his own [boulders 
barefoot, the people following him, when 
be was much sifreffed by Aiftylphus. 
Upon the Fea of the Affumption of the: 
B. Virgt >, the Pope and Cardinals keep the 
Vefpers at S. Maria Major (as Rafponi de- 
{cribes ic from Bepediéus Canon of S. Pe- 
bers) thofe beingended, the Pope returns 
bo the Lateran, the Cardinals take from 
the Chappel of §, Laurence the Image of 
eur Savicur, but frit, the Pope and Car- 
dinals, barefoot, make feven bowings, and 
then open the Image and kifs the feet of. 
ity then this image w carried withgreat 


- (663) 

Pomp and Devotion, with Torches barn-— 
ing, and the People finging through thofe — 
Streets of the City that have been moft 
troubled with Serpents and Devils 3. for 
which caufe Pope Sergius sppointed thy 
Proceffion. .But it feems fo great wicked- 
nef was committed in this zocturnal pre- 
ceffon, (although Ra/pon: faith, That a 
wsiracle happened of not confuming the wax 

of the Torches, ) that Pius.§. torbad the 
Proceffion, Every year in Rogation iveek far 
three daies the Zage of the B. Virgin is | 
carried ina fotemn Proceffion from AMount conor. | 
Gardia near Bononta, with publick [upplé- chronic. 

. _ ; , Deip.p.34%. 
cations ; becaufe once, ina time of great 4n,'1433, 
Rain, when no other means would help 
them, Cardinal Albergati appointed {uch a 
Proceffion againf} Rain for four daies toge- 
ther, afterwhich itfeems the Rain ceafed. 

Upon Taefdayin Eafter week, Sedulius de- 
{cribesa moft folemn Proceffion carrying the 
Image of the B. Virgin, at Macftricht. sedul, de 
Firlt, The Image istakem ont of the Chap-Virgine 
: ; Mofe Tra- 

pel, and placed in the middle of the ince. x. 
Church for more folemn adaration ; where 
the People continue at their prayers all 
night, before the Image ; at which times, 
he faith, the officers of- the Church have 
given. away feventecn thoufand little 
Images of the B. Virgin with Indulgences: 

| ) Uus4 mhere, 


| oe 7 
a a 
a . 
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where, faith he, it « a pleafant fight to 
bebold children, Boys, Virgins, Matrons, 

Men, only covered with linnen or flannen 
(birts, and barefooted to approach, to wor- 
foip, tokneel, andeven to creep abont the 
Image of the B. Virgin; and watering the: 
very ground with their Tears: Many from 
the head tothe knees having iron Armour 
next to their bodies, going upon their bare 
knees the whole Proceffion; and drawing 
heavy chains of Iron faftened to'their Feet. 
‘The manner of which proceffion is thus fet 

Marian, Gown, After Mafs performed to the honour 

be 2. 14. of the B, Virgin, and the chords of S.Fran- 

- cis are diftributed among the great Per- 
fons, (which they carry upon their gar- 
ments that day like fooulser belts) the 
Proceffion begins ; fir a Crucifix is carri- 
ed by one of the Friers, whom agreat num- 
ber follows of men, women, and Children s. 
all barefoot, with only linnen or flanen 
[bifts, with Torches in their hands, ‘in the 
habit of penitents with great filence pray- 
ing and weeping as they go. In the year 
1608, there were about athoufandin the 
drefs, among whom were not 4 few men 
who covered their Heads with Iron Head- 
pieces that they might not be known. Ma- 
ny women drew their Children after them 

,foat could hardly go ; and others carried 

= a them 
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them fucking at their breafts; and an old 
woman that could not go, was carried * 
in her bed, After thefe followed the 
whippers.under the peculiar care of the Fe- 
faits, with their faces covered and bare- 
foot. Then followed another Crofs;, after 
them the Francifcans finging to the Praife 
of the B. Virgins then the chief Citizens, . 
then the Officers of her Chappel, then the’ 
Torch bearers immediately before the [a- 
cred Image, which the choiceft Virgins 
carried on their fboulders: then followed 
4 Company of armed men, who had vowed 
this fervice to the Virgin for feveral years, - 
In that year 1608. there were 86 perfons 
flark naked (only where nature would not 
allow it )that had tron armour on their bodies . 
frombeadto foot ; and moft of them draw- | 
ing a heavy chain faftened to their right 
foot, that they might go more uneafilys 
their linnen drawers did foew how the 
blood dropt from their flelh by the pinching 
of the Armour 3 and the very way was — 
fprinkled with blood - after thefe, the Ma- - 
giftrates of thé City followed, and the Con- 
fils and Senatours all bearing torches be- 
fore the Hoft, which was carried under a 
filken Canopy, with a moft profound Reve- 
vence ; then came in the laft place, the 
Governour, the Nobility, anda vaft multi- 
| tude 


~ Pet. della 
Valle lert. 


5-2 3.18. 
25- 
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tude of all forts of people 5 and for eight 
dayes tt man Ege watked the Pl 
round out of great devotion. . I do not 
think this Procejion can be matched, by 
the fupplications and the Pompa Circenfis 
Of old Rome; ot by any of the Proceffions , 
with their Zdols, which Peter della Valle 
‘defcribes among the Heathen Indians ; 
which, he confetles, to be very like -thofe 


 wfed among Chriftians, when the Images 


of Saints are carried in proceffion, when any 
Body or Fraternity go in Pilgrimage to Lo- 


- eto or Rome, tx the. Holy Year, 


Imago pri- 


Bifec. {or. 


Feful. 6. 


Otho zyl. 
biftor. B. 
Mar, Syl- 
vedac. |, 
Ce 28. 


¢ 


order of the Proceféom, wherein the Image 


The Fe/séss boaft very much of their 
zeal in fetting-up the worfbip of the Zwsages 
of the 3. Virgin in Flanders, and e(peci- 
ally of thefe folemn proceffions with her 
Images ; particularly at Cowrtray for nine 
dayes together, wherein there have been 
nine thoufand perfons : Inthe year 1636, 


_ the plague raging there, a folemn (ore 


cation was appointed with a Procefiion ef 
the Image through the City, with wonder- | 
fal devotion, and at Bruges, A.D. 1633. 
with anincredible number of people ; and 
4thoufand torches of Virgin wax ; andthe 
like folemnicties were fet up by their means 
at Bruffels, Antwerp, Mechlinand other 
places, Otho Zylins a Fefuite fets dawn the 


of 
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of the &, Mérgéa that was before worthip- 
ped at. Boi/leduc was carried to Braffeds, up- 
on the {boulders of four Capucins, the 
Infante {fabella following it with all the 
| Mobility, and infinite’ number. of people, 
with the higheft expreffions of Pomp and 
Devotion, and at laft it was placed in the 
middle of a Chappel juft over the Altar, 

where it hath folemn worfhip given.to it, 
and wonderful cures are faid co be wroughe 

byic. Icannot concludethis Difcourfe, 
without giving fome account of another 

notable Proceffion at Braffels of an Image. 

of the B. Viryin, the occafion whereof 
wasthis 5 4 new confraternity was infti- 

tuted in Spain of the Slaves of the B.Vir- 

gin, by one Simog Rojas 5 whofe cuffomse tds ba 
was to falute one another with thofe words, bimarche 
Ave Maria, izftead of Your humble Ser- plea 
vant, and this Sodality was cftablifbed with °° 7 
large Indulgences by Paul 5, and after- 
wards was begun in Bruges, A. D. 1626. 

having fetters as the badge of this Slavery, 
and uew Indulgences from Urban 8, ; for be196 
the efhablifbing thw Society. it happened 
luckily, that an officer of the King of Spain’ s 
Fleet being fick at Dunkirk, pretended to 
as(cover a great Secret to Barth.de‘losRios «0 
then Preacher to abella ClaraEugenia, 
viz, that be bad 4 moft admirable Image 
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of the B. Virgin, which bad been worfbip- 
pea for 600 years in the Cathedral Church. 
of Aberdene, and had fpoken to the laft 
Catholick Bifbop, and had miraculoufly efca- 
ped the Hereticks hands; and was defign- 
ed for a prefent to Uabella , but he,( wretch 
that he was) upon a promife made by the 
Fransifcans of his own Countrey in Spain, 
of praying for hss Soul and hu Families, - 
had intended to have carried it thither, 
whith he found was difpleafing to the B. 
Virgin by his dangerous -fickne[s; and he 
hoped upon this confeffion {be would have 
mercy uponhim: and therefore be defired 
bim to prefent this Image to her Highne ff 
in the name of the Catholicks of Aberdene ; 


which was received by her with wonderful 


devotion, and fhe {aid her prayers before 
it morning andevening ; but this did. not 
fatisfie her, for be refolved to have this 
Image carried to Bruflels with -a folemn 
proceffion, and for that purpofe ebtained 
an Indulgence from Urban 8, for all thofe 
who fhould attendit; and avich and mag- 


 nificent Altar was ereited, over which 


the Image wasto be placed: and banners 
mere made with this infcription,in Nomine 


- "Mariza Omne genu fiectatur, orc. after 


which on May 3. the Proceffion was per- 


. formed with all imaginable. Pomp, ana 


kept 


as _ (£699) - | 
kept for eight dayes together: and yet af- 
ter all this, one Maxwel, a learned Scotch- 


man [bewed in a Difcourfe prefented to . 
 Wfabella, that spon the-beft enquiry he could 


‘maake, this famous Image was a meer im- 
pofture, and a trick of 4 crafty merchant 
to procure fome advantage to himfelf by 
tt; but the poor man was imprifoned for 
this difcovery, and forced to make a pub- 
lick Recantation: and the worfbip fi this 


Image was advanced, and a folemn fip- 


plication, and proceffion. with it obferved 
every year as the fame Author informs 
us, and the Confraternity of the faves of 
the B, Virgin highly promoted by ic. Se- 
veral other folemn proceffions are related by 
him, as of B. Afaria de Remedits, B. Ma- 
vta de Vittoriz, with the Popes Balls for 
eftablifhing the Society of flaves of 


the B. Virgin ; bue chefe are enough to . 


fhew, that the Roman church in its con- 
fant, and allowed prattifes, dothnot.come 
behind old Heathem Rome, in this part of 


the rvor{bip given to Images. 
: : oF , oe 


CHAP. 


C.19. 


g. I. 
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CHAP IIL. «| 


Of the Senke of rhe fecond “Command: 
ment. | i 


Aving endeavoured, with fo much 
| care, to give a juft and true account 
of the Controverfie between ns, as tothe 
worfbip of Images, and therein fhewed — 
from the Doctrine and Practice of the Ro- 
man Charch, 1. That they fet up /mages 
in Charches over <Altars, purpolely for: 
svor(bip. 2. That they confecrate thofe 
Images with folemm prayers for chat pur- 


—pofe. 3. That they afe all che Rites of 
. Worfbip to them which the Heathen tde- 


laters ufed to their Jmages, {uch as bow- 


ings, -proprations, Lights, Incenfe, and 


praying, 4. That they make folemn Pro-. 
celfions in honour of Images, carrying them 
with as much Pomp and Ceremony as ever 
ithe Heathens did their dole ; The Que- 
ftion now is, whether thefe Ads of wor- 


— Ship towards Images were anlawful only 


to Heathens and Fews, but are become 
| lawful 


| C671) | 
lawful co Chriftians ? But if thele Acts of 
worfbip be now equally unlawful to us, as 


‘to them, then Chriftians performing them, 


are liable co the fame charge that the Fews 
and Heathens were ; and if the Scripture 
calls chat Zdo/atry in them, it muft be fo in 
Chriftians too, as much as Adurder, or — 
Theft, or Adultery is the fame in all, for 
the words of the Law of God makes no 
more difference as to one, than as to the 
other. We are therefore to enquire on | 
what account the Sexfe. of this Law is 
fuppofed to be-confiftent with the praéctice 
of the fame things among Chriftians, which 
were utterly forbidden byit to Fews and 


Heathens : The wordsof the Lawarethefe, = _ 


Thou thalt not make totby Celfanp 
, Geaden Image, noz the Likenels 
of anp Thing which is tn eaben 
_ abode, o2 inthe Earth beneath, og 
. ..dn the Caters under the Earths 
. ‘Chou thalt not bow down to 
them, noz toselhip them 5 foz F 
. . £LheLow thp God am a Jealous 
7 God, Ke. a nr ae 


“My Adverfary T. G. denies, that God | 
herein did forbid himfelf to-be worfbipped 
by a Crucifix, or fuch like facred Image s 

a ie | | _ and 


(672) 


| -andhe afferts, that the defign of the Liaw 


T. G. po 
38, 39e. 


as. ; 
«#8 to be underftood, and that by Idol fuch 
" an Image as 8 made to reprefent for wor- 

‘fbip a figment that hath no real Being ; and 


. 6 only to forbid the worfbip of Idols. The. 


Jirff part, he faith, toucheth not the wor- 


Lhip of Images, nor of God himfelf by them, 


but only the making thems the fecond for- 
bids indeed iw expres terms to bow our 
felves downto. the Images themfelves, but 
{peaks not one word of thelawfulnefs or 
unlawfulnefs of worfbipping God himfelf 
by them. To bow our felves down to the 
Images themfelves, withont any relation 
to God, is by the conceffion of all to worlbip 
them inftead of God; The Fews we know 


did worfoip God by bowing down before 


the Ark and the Cherubims, and yet they 
did not worfbip them inflead of God; 
therefore, he aflerts, that by Image an Idol 


by fimilitude, an Image or refemblance of 


_ fome real thing, but falfely — to be 


a God, This is the fenfe which 7. G. 
gives of the fecond Commandment. But 

if Ican makeic appear, ¢ 
1. That there is no reafon to take the word 
he tranflates Jdof here, for the reprefenta- 
tion of a meer figment fet up for worfbip, 
and that if ic were fo taken, ic would not 
excufechem, ' _ 
2, Thac 


rn C7. ae | 

_ %,° That the worthip of God before ché 
| Ark and the Cherubims was of a different 
nature from the tos/bép. of Images here 
forbidden, and that che feafe of the Law 
doth exclude all wor/bip of Jmages; then 


‘this interpretation of 7.G. will appear — 


to be very falfe and groundle(s. 


¥. Thac there isno reafon to underftand, 
what we render image, of ftich 4 Jdol 
as reprefents a meer figment fet yp for 
sworfbip. If there were any. colour of 
Reafon. for fuch an acception ‘of the 


word Jdef here; it muft eicher be, 1. From . 


Q. 46 


the natural importance of the word ; or, 


4%. From the #/e of it in Scripture ; or 
3. Fiom the canfeat of the Fathers, or 


4.: From-fome Defivition of the Charch. 
But I fhall fhew chae chere is no ground 


‘for afhxing this fen/t tothe Commandment 
fromy any one of thefe,. -_ 
1. Not from the setural importanceé 


of theword. He that feads fuch. an ex- 


prefs prohibition in a divine Law, of fome- 


thing fo difpleafing to God, that he annexes 
a very fevere fanction to it, had need be 
véry well fatigied about che fenfe he gives 
co the words of ic, leftheincurr the wrath 


of God, and be founda perverter of hig | 


~ Law... If aman fhould rejeG all humane 
+ es 
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‘ Authority, becaufe the Fix Commend- 
ment faith, Thou foalt have no other Elo- 


him befides me; but in Scripture, Magi- 
frrates and Fudges are called Elohins, there- 


' fore itis unlawful to own any civil AZegs- 
firates ; he would have muchmore to fay 


than T.G. and his Brethren have in -re- 


' ftraining the fenfe of the Law about 
.  dimalges to fach Idols as are only — 
' —- bations Of Imaginary Beings. For the Ori- 


ginal word hath no manner of tendency . 
that ways ic fignifying hs thing that is 


carved or cut out of wood or ftone; and 


as Frold 7. G. before, “itisno lefs than 


*¢ forty feveral times rendred by the LXX. 
“by yauadv, and’.but thrice by dao, 
‘¢and which is very obfervable, alrh 

“ Exod, 20. 4, they rénder it ¢4v20y, yet in 
“the repetition of the Law, Dest. 5.8. 


“the Alexandrian MS. hath it sav#er, 


*“‘and Deut. 4. 16..in fome copies of the 


“« LXX.the fame word is tranflated >avair, _ 


‘¢and Ifaiah 40.18. they. tranflate ic by 


- “elxéy, which is properly an Jmage, and 


ORG Gs: 


54> 55- 


reafon to render tt. Idol heres. and becaele 


“che Vulgar Latin it felf ufech /dolsns, 
** Sculptile, and Imago ( 1/4.44.9,10,13.) 


all roexprefs the tame thing, To this 


T. G.-replyes, that the LXX. generally 
tranflating it yruAtv, had fome. particular 


this 
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this isa word of firider figuification, if 
— to regulate the larger ; and ix the 
other places, he faith, there is ftill fomé 
term or claufe refraining the words to 
Such a graven thing or Image, as.u made 
to be compared with God or to be the ob- 
jech of divine worfbip, that ss, tobe an Idol, 
Then it feems a graven Image When it ig 
made the objeét of Divine morfbip becomes 
da fdol in T. G’s fenfe 5 and yet an Adolf — 
in the Commandment is the reprefentation 

of a meer Figment ; but might not chat 

be the fenfe of an dol in this place, which 

he grants is meant.in another ¢ where the 

. Words are exprefs concerning the reprefen- 
tation of God, asin /faiah 40.18, Andif 

he allows this'to be the meaning of an 
‘Adolia the Commandment, I will granc chat 
the LXX had a particaler rexfon toren- 

der Pefel by dduacy here. For’ Aquinas’. 
well oblerves, that this Commindment doth Ani. - 
not forbid the making any [culpture or fi-23 Ot ¥ 
militude, {ed facere adorandam, to make it 

for worfbip : aap it follows, thou (halt 

wot fall down to them and worfbip them. 

And Adontanus expreffes che fen‘e of. che Montan. de 
- Commandment afrer this manner ; fimula Rory 4. 
chram divinum nillo patto cénflato,’ Sigma dam Lge 
chlths caufa ne factto; and Nisobans Fa.“ 

. | DS tek eis Kx2 - eet AS a ber 

qc . 
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ber (both learned men of the Roman 
Church.) >, a 

Fabri o- . * Scubptilibnas ne Cite oan itkeve ta- 
oe bel . — — 


and again, 


, Non pittum feulptimve puta venerabile 
| qahdgqnare. - | _ 
If this be 7 q’s fenfe of an Zdol, I freely 
yield to himthat the LXX. had very good 
reafon fo to render Pefe/ in this place, 
where it is.fuppofed to be am object of di-. 
vine worfbip,. But how can this agree 
with what T.G. faith, that the Law fpeaks 
not one word. of the unlawfulnefs 5 fe 
Shipping God. him{elf by.an. Image ? For 
_- dothnorthe Law condemn the worpip of 
«an Zdol?. And doth not T.G. fay, that an 
 * Image when it w made an objeé of Divine 
worfbip becomes an dol & And doth it 
not chen follow thac the Law in exprefs 
¢ ... -termsdoth condemn the Warthip of God 
_ ** byfuch an Image ¢ Nay, is.it not che felf- 
2G g. 96,fame T.G. that faith, that the making 
: .. afuch Images as are. concerved to be proper 
Likeneffes or reprefentations of the Divi- 
7 | | mity ,) 


fiber inate 
nity,  ageinft the Natyre 4nd unalteralte 
| egy a ? Bur eeu Law of God. is 
there that doth forbid fuch Jmages, if it |: ~ 
be not thise And if chis Law doth for- 
bid fuch Images, thenthe fignification of 
an dol is not here.to be takenfor there, 
prefentation of a Figment, buvof the great- 
eft and moft real Being. in the World. 
Have not I now far better reafon to return : 
his own words upon him, fach frequent 7G. p. 98. 
{elf contradittions are the natural confe- | 
gucaces of 4 Difcourfe not grounded upon 
Truth ; and although the Reader may think 
4d take delight to difcover themin my Ade 
werfary, yet I can aljare him it i a much 
greater grief to me to fee fo {ubtle a Wit 
fo often intangledin them? But ic may be 
T.G, thinks to efcape by faying, .theg 
when he {aith an Image being made the ob- 
ject of divine worlbip ts an Idol, he doth 


_ got underftand it of an Image of God, but 


awhen the Image it (elf is taken for God - 
which pti can fy him git sb ; 
for, 1. He grants that Zvsages which are 
made for Likene/fes of God are condemn- 
ed by the Zew of God, and that they are 
an infinite difparagemenct to‘the Divine 
‘Nature, 2. [have at large fhewed thar | 
inthe Roman Church, Images of God and 
Chriff are made the objects of Divine wor- 
a2 a, © 2 hip. 


“4 


| BG Par Geds, 4. The place he anfwers ,° 1/2, 
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foip. And 3. ‘That the very Heathens 
did not take the Jmages themfelves for 
40.18. doth imply thac che soages of the 
Divinity are therefore condemned, be- 


caufe nothing can be made /ske unto God, 
Bat of chac afterwards. a 


Let us then fuppofe that the LXx. had 


particular reafon vo render Pefelby dura 


in the Commandment, yet whatisthis, to 
the reprefentation of a meer figment for 


worfbip ? Doth esorcy fo properly, fona- 
~ turally,fo neceflarily fignifie a figment, that 


ic cannot be taken in any other fenfe? I 


fee 7. G. makes only ule of good Catholick 
Lexicons (f{ucha oneasthat called .catho- 
dicon which Erafmes is fo pleafane with ) © 
— ghat affyre him what the fenfe of a word 
nuff be in {pight of all #¢ of ic by prophane 
and heretical Authors: thus fimulachrum 


muft fignifie omly Heathen Images, and 


 gidoror, a Sphinn, aTriton, or Centaure > 


and why fo¢ did it alwaies fignifte fo ? 


did all Greek Authors ale it only in that 


fen‘e? Dogh the Etymolozy of it imply ic? 


no, none of all thefe: what thenisthe 

reafon that a word fhouldbe foreftrained _ 
‘apainft the former and common acception 
of ice The reafon is very plains for if ie 


eo 


» 
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be taken for the reprefentation of real Be- 
ings, then forall that we know, the Jmsage 
of the Trinity, or of the B. Virgin, or. 
“of any other worthipped in the Roman 
Church may prove Jdols; and therefore 
| this muft be the (enfe, becaufe the Church 
| Of Rome cannot be guilty of Idolatry. | 
This is che real Trach of the cafe, bucic 
; 4S toc great Truth to be owned. Only 
{ Bellarmin (who often {peaks freelierthan - 
| the reft ) confeffes, their defign herein is Billarm. de 


| | Imag. 1.2 . 
te fbew that the Images worfbipped in the? co, 


Church of Rome cannot be Idols, becaufe 
they are reprefentations of real Beings, 
A very miferable thift? as will — by : 
the examination of ic. Let us therefore. 
fee whether there be any pretence from the 
ufe and importance of the Word, for re- 
ftraining the fenfe of an Zdo/, toan imagi- 
nary reprefentation, Andl am fo fac 
| from T. G’s opinion, that by the belt en-: : 
|; \quiry Ican make, the proper fignification 
{ Ridvarw is, areprefentation of fomething 
shyt really is. So Hefychius interprets it 
by sufeus and dx s and the old Greek 
and: Latin Gloffaries render déeacy and fi- 
selachrum by each other Cand notwith- 
ftanding T. G’s feverity againft me for 
tranflating imalachra Imazes , | can 
| make it appear from fome of the moft. 
ne? + x Se.» 


<= oS eg ee 2 4 
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Catech. authentick Writers of che Roman Churc hy | 
Kom,explic. chat they do not {cruple calling fuch Zn ag es 


prec. ) 2 Fe) 


Onuphr. de as they worfhip fimulacra, I leave T.G. 


7 wrb.Eccle then to judge whether they be not Idols — 
ess too) Jfdore makes Jdolum to be properly | 
carol.  Simulachrum qacd humana effigie factum 
Borrom. i% cle confecratum eft: an Image made and 
Concil. a ae se ae 
Midiolex. COMfecrated tm the figure of a man: as 
pte Phatarch calls the Jmage of SyHa Ejduaor - 
Hie Orie: ated Porphyrie in the beginning of the Life 
plat.vit. OF Plotinws, when Amelins defied a Pe 
Syle,  Gfure of him, he anfwered, fs it not 
enough to carry fath an Tdolum-about me, 
but I wsnft leave vidine Aduncy an Image of 
ah Image? So we find Fdolums ufed inthe 


; Chaldaick Oracles, - 


Phe x) Efdwaoss pacts Ws shay duprpcorne, 


Plill.in. where Pfellus‘oblerves, That according to 


Orale 


chaldaic, the Platonifts, the mind is [aid to be Bidwpov 


p53. 8 SE the Image of Gods and the ratio- 


nal foul, the Image of the mid, andthe 
irrational, the Image of the rational ; and 
nature of the irrational foul; and the 
body of the Image of Nathre; and Mat-' 
ter of the Body. But bev applying sdo- 
lum to an Ecclefisftical ferfe , fuppoteth 
not only veprefentation, but confecration 
to be geceffary ta it, whertin he follows 
— -_~ Ter- 


(681 ). | > oe 
Teriakiad, who {peaking of the created got, 4, 
Beingsthac were worfbipped, faith, Edrems lol. c. 4. 
Imugines Idols s tmaginam confecratio Ldo- | 
lolatria : Their Images were Idols, and the 
confecration d them ts Idolatry: and alic- 
tle. before, he faith; ‘That all fervice of = 
an Idol ts ddr), and every veprefemtas . yi - 
tion & an Idol inis forma vel formu- +” 
Ja Idolum fe diciexpofcit; For, faithhe, 


dur ts from EXO which fignifies a form 


or reprefentation of 4 thing, Or as the 
Greek Etymologift thinks it comes imme- 
diately from #28 .to refemble. Among 7 
the Philofophers ic wastaken for the msape | 
of things conveyed to our fixht, fo Dio- Dine, Vite 
genes Laereeas faith, That Democritus Demers 
eld Vifton to be performed rx" cidinwy ty Ce 16 
tives by the incurfion of Images; wr" p.3, 
cidinar eleneivee faith Plutarch, Empedo. Pist. de 
cles faith he, joyned rates to the Images, Philot l. dy 
( dire: :) and Democritus and Epiturus 133 14¢¢, 
{aid that reflection in a glafs was performed - 
te? <idirar daraions by the fubjiftence of 
the Images. Cicero, Lucretius, andS, Ags Lucre.lge 
puffin vender thele disrx by Irmagines A ai 
Catins the Epicarean called chem Speéfra:s Angnf. 
Macrobius Simalacra, but all of them og 
underftood the moft proper repre fertations sat. 1.1. 


‘of things to our fiokt, which Epicuras & 14s 
was fo far from thinking that they repre- 


fested 
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_”. fented ahings thet were not, that he made 


Oa. n. 
$3. 


them infaluble criteria of the erath of 
things. The Poets, and fome other dw — 
thors made ule of d&Maa co fignifie Spe- 
éres and Apparitions ; but ftill they fup- 
pofed thefe to be the reprefentations of 
{ome read Beings, So Homer calls the foud 
of E/penor that appeared to UlyiJes ddeaw , 


_ bue Ewftatbins there obferves, That thefe 
ture. were exaltly like the Perfons. they, 


veprefented as to Age, Stature, Habit, and — 
every thing: and fo. Henser himlelf ex- 


oe 
e 


- > 


“preffesit, faying chae polls made an. dvacy 


 areprefentation of Koeas, 


Wied.¢’, 


Ue 4 $0 


Ou. 2”. 
_ 796. 


. *Autp 7° “Asvelg inrory awn nieve 


Soin another place (peaking of Afinerva's | 


making a reprefentation of Iphtbima, 


Eidwaoy mlnaty Npas WM itixte rene | 


By which we fee that che very Poetic al 


fe of the word, for a Spectre, dothim- 


ply an exact refemblance to fome real 
Being which it reprefexts: from whence — 
then hath this fignification of an Jdo/ come 


into the Reman Charch, that it mutt figni- 


° fie a reprefentation of fomething that ss — 


wot? but from whencefoever ic comes, - 
: WR 


883) 
we are furé it is neither from the satural. 
tmportance, nor the #fe of the wordamong 
Greek Authors, a 


2. Not from the fe of it in Scripture. 9, 4. 

- The author of the Book of wifdom gives 

_ this account of the beginning of the wore 

fbip of Idols, viz. That Fathers having wid. erg. 

boft their Children, made Images of them, %-15 

and appointed [olemnities to be kept be~ 

fore them;as if they were Gods 5 then by de- 

grees,Princes pafjed thefe things into Laws, 

and made men to worfbip graven Images 2. 

and thus either out of affection or flat- 

tery the worfbip of Idols began: whereit 

is obfervable, that he makes the reprefex- 

Sation Of Perfons, that were really im Be- 

ing, to have been rhe firlt Zdo/s: and he _ ; 

_ diftingnifhes the bringing in of Jdels from.ch-13. 

the worfbip of the Elements, or heavenly wae 

— bodies » and he thinks chefe much more ex- 

cufable than thofe who worfhip the work of 

mens bands, the folly of whichhethere - 

elegantly defcribes; but he ‘still fuppofes 

thefe Jdo/s to have the refemblance eather 

of man or fome living creature. Tothes,; 

fame purpofe Diophantus the Lacedemoni- 

. anin Pulgentins, faith, That Syrophanes une 
the Egyptian, being greatly affi:ited for mythol, 

the lofs of his fos made an Insage of bim,+1. 

wat | i bah 


@ 
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and all his fervants to pieafe bim did. 
what they could ta adorn this Imaye, and. 
fome when they had offended ran tott a. 
—— & Sanituary s from bence, faith he, came. 
Ewych, the wor{bip of Idols. And Eutychins gives 
Ania. the like actount of the. Original of Idols, 
«36. = That when ayreat man wae dead, they fet 
| a3 K See Image on his Sepulchre 3 lip de 
the World was filled with Idols, i.e. with 
| Images of Men, Women, and Children: 

this he thinks began among the Chaldeans 
and Egyptians; buc Heredetus faies che 
| Fy éens werethe frit who made Jmages 
Herod. 1.2. of theie Gods =, Lucian, that they borrowed 
de. & chis cuftom fromthe Affyrians, Epipha- 
zpiph. 1 nius saakes the beginning of Jdolatry tobe 
mite oan in the cime of Serach, buche faith, that 
Comp. pug, 2 west 20 farther than to Pictures in bis 
31." fies and came 0 Jmages and Statues in 
‘"  ‘thetime of wher. Cedrenws faith, That 
Seruch sad bis Companions made Statues | 

for the bonowr of thofe who bad done any 
famous altion ; which their pofterity mif-~ 
_ anderftanding, worlbipped them as Gods. 
Thus far we find chat the firft Jdo/s thac 
are {uppofed co have been in the world, 
were the reprefextations of things that 
had real Beings. The only people that 
could be fafpected to. be meant in Screp- 
tere as thofe who had fuch Jdols as were 
-_ | Teo 
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veprefentations of what had wo real Be- 
gags, mult be the Phanictays and Egyp- 

‘ ¢taws: who befides the worthig of Beals, 

and che Jmages of them, had many extra- 
vagant Images. Sanchosiathon faith, Ta- 
antus made the rig in phages with oe | 
Wiags, Satumn with four, and the refb of, ame" 
the ge with a And Dagon, fo ea | 
Atergatis or Derceto, is fuppofed to be . 

an Image, whereof the upper part. is of hu- 

mane oak and the lower of a Fi; 
among the Egyptians, one of their Images 

had the face ee Ram, and another of « : 
Dog, &c. If thefe be the Zdos T.G. thinks 
are prohibited in. the Second Command- - 
meut, 1 defixe him to confider, 1, Whe- ~ 
ther the Images of humane fhape werenog 
a by the Law equally with thefe ¢ 
r whether it were /awful to worfhip fuch 

Images as-did reprefentrea/ beings in thae 
manner, that it was unlawful to worfhip 

thofe Jweges that. were only Chimera’s and 
fancies of mens brains? If not, this-di- 
ftin@ion ferves to no purpofe ac all. Tao 

make thismore plain, I ask 7. G. whether 

it were levi to worfhip Godamong the 
Egyptians under the reprefentation of an 

Image with the body of a man, and the 
Head of a Hawk, which was a repre. 
featation of fometbing that had no real — 

| _ Being 


See eee ae ee 
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Being juft like. it ; but it was lawful to 
worlhip Him with the Image of 4 man, a$ 
Exfebius{aith, that Cneph or the Creator 


3 cas. Of the world was worfbipped under [uch a 


Pist. de 


Id. om 


O fri. 
P+ 357% 


be made between fuch Jsayes as have no 


reprefentation among them? It iscertain, 
that both thefe forts of Images were among 
the Egyptians, andaccording to T. G’s no- 
tion, one of thefe was an Idol, and. the 
other wot. But is it poffible for nienof 
common underftandings, to fuppofe thac 
Godby the words of the Ze hath forbid- 
den the one, and noc the other; when 
both were intended to reprefent the fame 
Being ? But according to this fenfe, the 
Inhabitants of Thebaw, of whom Plutarch 
faith, That they only worfbipped Cneph 
the immortal God, or the Creator under 
the Image of « man, were altogether as 


innocent, as chofein the Roman Church, 


who worfhip God under a like reprefenta-. 
tion. And can it enter into T. 6’s head; 
that God fhould, notwithftanding all the 
words of this Commandment, allow fach | 
a kind of wor/bip of Insaces as was received 
among the Egyptians ? But if this were 
condemned in them, then if the Second 
Commandmeut be in force, che like wor- 
fhip muft be condemned in the Charch of 
Rome. 2. That.there is a diflin@iontd 


real. 
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‘vealrefemblance in natare,and fuch Ineages 

which reprefent that which hath no real 

Being ; for although the Phenician and 
Egyptian Images had nothing in nature - 
which anfwered to their fare, yet there: 

might be fomething which anfwered their 

reprefentation, i, e. they were only Sym- 

bolical Images, and the Nature of thote 
Symbols being underftood, there wasno | 

difference as 0 matter of worfhip between 

thefe and other Images. As for inftance, 

a Sphinx is one of thofe — which © 

T. G. would have to be underftood for an 

Idob in the Second Commandment ;. {up- 

pofing then that Lallow him (as a Sphinx 

was painted among the Efyptians with 

wings, and the face 4 man, and the body 

of a Liow) that ic.was the reprefentation 

cA lide that had moveal Beingagree> 
able to it; yet Clemens Alexandrinus Clem Alex? 
faich, That their defign was to reprefemt 5 s+ 
_ hereby that God was both. to be loved and pny 
| feared; now this Jmmage did Symbolically expofe. 
reprefent: a real object of worfbip ; and Mele 
therefore could be no /dol even in T.G’s ae 
fenfe.. So Xircher (aith, one of the chief. Kircher. 
and moft common Images of the Egyptians jy errors 
was 4 winged Globe witha Serpent paling para. t3n 
through the middle of it , by the Globe, | 
faith he, they reprefented the Divine naa — 

oe | | bre, 
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ture, by the Serpent; the fpreadiag of 
life, and by the wings, the Spirit of the 
world: Here is an Jmage that hath. no 
veal Being correfpondent to it, and yet it 
reprefents the infinite nature; and powers 
and goodueff of God: Sometimes, faith he, 
they reprefented Providence by # Scepter 
with 4 Dogs bead within a Semicircle ; by 
which, and innumerable other waits the) 

reprefented the hidden Myfteries of 1 
Divine Being : and they thought this Sym- 
bolical way moff pleafing to God; and was 
certainly farthe(t from thac danger which 
T. G. thinks to be moft confiderable in 
Images,..viz, making son Anthropomor- 
| phires.’- To avoid which,. the Egyptians 
“generally: mixed the figures of ses and 
> eas together, not fo much #e fbew the 
Porphyr. de Communion of watere , as Porphyrie ima- 
sipia- las oines;-as that tele were meer Syrsbolscal 
<* "Images, and not intended for any proper 
__ Liheneffes, and therefore according to 
T.:G’s principles, thofe which: he calls 
ddols,- were more innocent, than thofe — 

_ which he calls Zosazes ; for the one might 
bring men to errencous conceits of the Dei- 
dy g nt the ‘other being Spmsbolical were 
ptr. de mot ape to doit. Plutarch faichy: ‘That 
ids phen they reprefented Mercury ‘by the 
Oft-?355* Eyane of many with the head of « Dog, 
et they 
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they only intended thereby to repréefent 
Care, Watchfulneff, and wifdom: and 
; that they reprefented Oliris by 4 Scepter 
| - with an-eye in it, by a Hawk, andby  . 
the figure of a than; tow by Ofiru, he? 37t 
tells us, They meant the moft powetful 
Gid, and{fo doth Apuleius, and Tacttus Aput. ro. ~ 
faith, The fame God which was called Surat 
Jove among others, was called Ofiris by has in 
them. Thele Images, and many other of - 
very ftrange fhapes, wich a mixture of very - 
diferent forms, are fuppofed, in the Afen/4 | 
Ifiaca, and the Egyptian Obelisks, tore-. . ~ 
prefentthe moft trwe and perfect Being in 
regard: of his nature and produétion of 
things 5 a8 Athanaf. Kircher hath endea- oedips 
 voured atlarge tofhew. If therefore the vin as] 
Egyptians did make {uch Symbolical figures | 
with refpectto the moft real Being ; and | 
et thefe Jmazes were Idols properly fo cal- 
ed: themic follows, that fome feprefenta-. 
tions of the'‘true God are /dols, and con- 
demnedin the Second Commandment. - 
3. The Scripture ufes the word Zdol for 
the reprefentation of all forts of things 
which are made the objects of worfbip. 
Thus in the firft place the LXX. makes. 
ufe of the word Bidwaw, ic is taken for the 
Teraphim of Laban, Gen. 31.19, 34,356 
which are fuppofed tobe of humane foape 5 
as Yy NOt 
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not only from the general opinion of Jew-- 
ifn Writers; but becaufe of. the miftake. 
of the Teraphim for David, 1 Sam.19.13.. 
The Juazes of Baal are called Idols, 

2 Chron. 17, 3. Jer.g 13. and whacthe- 
LXX. render, 2 Kings 11.18. ras excvas 


; | the Jmages of Baal; inthe parallel place, , 
; 2 Ghron. 23.17. they exprefs by a ddoaa 
; | lurk the Idols of Baal, Whether by Baal 

7 ‘be underftood the 4ffyriam Belus, or the. 


Phenician Beel Samen, i.e. whether a re- 
prefentation of aman, or of the San, we 

are fure this was an Jmage of. a real Beinz, | 

and yet the LXX. call it an Zdol, Jdols 

are joyned with Adolten Gods by the LXX. 

. Levit.19. 4. i. ee what ever Amages are. 
fet up for Divine worfbip: And-all the 

- Gods of the Heathen are faid tobe Idols, 

1 Chron. 16.-26.. but they, were not all 

meer figments of mens brains, :heing ci- 

_ ther dead men that were worfhipped: ( as_ 
Hisvot. tn. Hierome faith, by the Jdols of she Hea- | 
Yai. ¢. 37: thems we underttand tmagines- Martyorum. 
‘t+ the reprefentations of dead men.) or he 
works of the Creation, efpecially. the hea-:. 

venly bodies,. which was the moft early 

and the moftcommon Idolatry.of the Ba- 

_ flern parts, and moft frequently condem-. 


nédin Scriptute. 
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Whit Be f4id, Thar alehodgh they bid 
veal Beings, yet their Deities mere fititi- 
os, I anfwer; t.. That. is -not.co the 
putpofe ; forthe queftion is, whether the 
proper fignification of an Jdel be the res 
prefeatation of meer imaginary Beings} .. 
Sphinxes, Tritons, Centaured? bucwhat 
a ridiculots an{wer is this (6 that queftion; -. 
to fay chat alchough their deé2g: weal; yet - 
their Deity is fictitious 2 for.chits isto grant; 
that idols are nox‘reprefentattdns of gmay?- 
Harry Beings; but Of; imaginary Beities § 
which I readtly.gratit.. 2..Thisiwillrequal- 
ly hold againtt all raprefewations of creas 
ted Beizigs thar-have divine rionfbip given 
to thems for by piving. them:-atiy-part of 
divine worfbig- theyrate {o far-made Gods 3 
but fince they are noe truly fos they are ftill 
but the repreféneations of imagitary Dei- 
ties, although they::bdof-redl sacars, be 
Angels, Ja which fenfe the-Srripsure calls 
them: conde: and, carn: wbthings 5 and, 
: Vanities and:S; Past faith, Feat “an Ldok 
| t nothing in she world 3 nor. beeaule ic 
teprefenced that which was-niot;: but be- 
caufe neither the Zvage nor tte thing re- 
prefented Were atty real Deity. . 2. 
ape! The-far-grbatehkparcof the sdols ex- 
prafsly, menriontd in Suripture’ were the 
repneleis atteas of rtal, Reings; “wot only 
tk |  ¥yz that 
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that che things had Sabfiffente which 

‘ _ were.reprefented by them., but that the 
«Very Images were of fome ‘creatures ex- 
yam ifting in the world. Lyra faith, That 
Benjam, Moloch was ‘47 the falbion of a mans 
itiner.p.33- and (0 Benjamin Tadelenfis fuppofes, when 
a #m hefaith, That two femal Images flood of 
Kirch.Pan- esther fide of him, . Kircher fhews, from 
yen He Baal Aruch, that Afima was worfbipped in 
breorum ee PG | | 
the forre..of a Goat :s-and from . other 

Jewith ‘Authors, Fhat: Nibcas had. the 

figure of ‘a. Dog., Tharcak of an AS, 
Adramelech 6f°4 tule, and. Anamelech 

(of a Horfe ;-Bel and Nebo of Serpents 

and Beafts 5: Saccoth ‘Bedoth of « Hen 

and Chitkens.s:-Aftaroth of Sheep. -Will 

T. G. fay:that. thefe were not Jdols, be- 
caule they were Jimages of real Beings? 

If he doth;-he muft excufe. the grofictt 
: Idolatry condemned in Scripture; if he 
| doth not, he muft. then confefs, . that 
2 this is noct.the notion of an Jdof in the 
| | fente of Scripture, viz.-a reprefentdtion 
| of what -hath no exéfrace, but in the 
| smagination, ‘as Sphinkes, 'Tritons, Cen- 
cs taures,.andthelike.. 60:0. 05 


| Q4. 03. Bue ..7:G. wotild: ‘have us believe; 
— «that this is the fexfe:of the Fathers ; for 
i he quotes Origex-andTheoderet for this 
| Baas ‘ 4 v an- 
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interpretation of the fecond- Command: 

ment, Ic is well known that Origen had =~." 

- agreat many of T. G’s Jdp/s ia his head; 
Viz. imaginations of things that were nots 
and therefore ir is iJ]. fixing: upon an inters 
pretation of Scripture of. which he wass° " ” 
the firft Author.- But I have proved ac > 
large from the unanimous confent of the 
Fathers im charging the.Arians with Ido~ 
datry, andthe Gaefticks in worthippiag the 
Images of. chrift_ with divine hoxours, thar 
this could not betheir fenfe.- For if this 
were the notion -of an Jdo/, to repre fent. 

‘what hath no exiftence, neither the Aré- — 
ans nor the «Guofficks. could be accufed of — 
worfbipping an Idol ; buc the Fathers do - >" * 

in expre{s-terms call Chrift an Idol, ifhe: 

had divine worfbip given him, and yet. 
were not God. » And it is farther obferva-. os 
ble, (1..) Thatthe fecond: Commed of Nice. concil. Ni- 
confefles, that the Arrians were jufkly com. (4% Atk 
demned for Idolatry, not only by one ofr Ce 

two Fathers, but:4y the Catholick Church s - 

from:. whence. it-is evident, that the Catho- 7 

| Lick church did declare that F.G’s fenfeof — » 3 

an Idol is falfe. 2.) Thatwhen theFa-. 0 | 
thers cepeat the fecond Commandment, in- ; 
ftead of ddwaoy, chey ule other words,which — - 
chey would never have done, if theyhad | 
thought there had been any peculiar im- 
; “ ¥y 3 portance | 
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CED 
gortsne of thé: word ~Jdof in that place 

Ju). Mar- different from Image. Faflin: Martyr in 

tyr. dial Ss ae eh a, eg Oe, ue es eagles as 
fun Tiyph, is Déaloguaiwich’ Trypho the ‘Few, repeats 
pezzi.” the word&of-ehe: Law thus, waweixkve pubte 
ae Snologa, Thom {alt not make any Inaage 8 
Ct Binilitude. -. Clemens Alex. makes the 


Siril.a: de abide la : 
g4qte thine’ forbidden to be myaume reparde, 


1" gona fbip graven Images 5 and the hing 


required ‘tobe, wot | to apake: yrvatly adh 
jordety, either @ graven’ or a. inolten 
— Image. And even Origex himlelf, layes 
fo little -weight on his oblervacion. about 
_ Phono, thac whea he gives an account of 
this Law‘in his Books: acain& Cebfus,, he - 
i ee eG oe, eee ) Sct 3 
never nentionsit, bute uléth-pavaly, arxsy, 
Priel Sucloue ; and faith, the meaning of the Lavy 
Tertull. de was to. forbid’ any kind of Images. Teri 


| fpelts 0023 pullian faith, that God hereby did forbid all 


hind of fimrlitude, quanto magis Tmaginis 

- "fie, how mack more any Lisage’ of him{elf : 
Be oh” ahd elfewhere-he makes an Zaol and an 
i:2&" mdve the fame ‘thing, and\ in. another. 
| blace, ‘that God: did probibit all imilitudes 
to prevent “any occafton ‘of! Idolatry’; for; 

he adds, thow fialt not -bove :do wn te Phone 


tatocion nor worfbip‘théws, Therefore, faith ‘he; 


2:4 22: phe brazen Serpent was’ not ‘againft the 
Law’, being not for swir[bip, Out for a Re* 
medy ; nor the Cherubits, boing meerly 
Grnaments, anh therifort me falling we 
Ke. eave z : C < é- o . cy 
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der the.Rrafon of the Law, and afterwards 
-hé-reckons up the feveral terms of the 

. Law, by Jmages, Statues and Similitidés, c. Marcio, 
’S. Cypriad' intesprets the meaning of ‘the “4% 2% 
‘word /dos in the Commandment, whén 
“he faith, they are fuch ds the Pfalnsiff cyprian. de 
“fpeaks of, shat have months and fpeak not, Mar 

| = - 8c. which is: certainly meane of Images” \ 

| :0f hamane fbape ; andimanother placeshe 
‘faith, she Heathew' Idols were made, ad de- Be vol, 
-fonctorim vultus per imapinem detinendos : 7" %! 
to preferve the countenances of the dead by 
| Images: which are almoft the famie words | 
_with thofe of Adinscias Felix {peaking of Mnic.rel 
the fame. fubjedt, while they defired, faith’ 7% - 
he, :defuncBos Régesin sisaginibus videre, ' 
to fee thei Prinses Images and to rétain 
‘their memories in their Statues, that whith 
‘at firft. was intended for their comfort, be- 
ante at object of worfbip. So Lactantins tatt.t.2 
fash, that their Siniulachra, their Idols, >> 
"in.T.G’s fenfe, were either the monuments 
of the déad, or of the abfent ; and’ He 
makes the-fenfe of elie Law to be #ihi/ 
colendums ‘effe quo ocnlit poortalibus cerni- 
tar, nothing ‘to be worlbipped that cain be 
feen. S. Auguftin givingthe fenfe of this s. Aug. 
commandment faith, thus therein any fj 119% U- 
wnilitude of God ws forbidden to be wor-— 
fbippeds and therefore farely not the meer 
. Yy 4 _sfigments ° 


_ ad Martyr 
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figments cf mens brains, or reprefentati- 
ons of Sphinxes, and Tritons, and Cen- 
faurs,  - ' | a.” 2, 
- (3.) That chofe very pérfons who put thac 
fente upon the word Jde/, do yet make the 
fenfe ot the Commandment to be againtft 
the practice of the Roman Church. . For 


frig. in. both Origen and Theodores make it unlaw- 


fred ful by the force of this commandment, to 


Theod. in perform Any external act of  worfhip to- 


 .. wx0d.4.38) wards any reprefeptation whatfoever : 


and the difference they both put between 


pig. —wrorfbip and fervice is, that the-latter 1 
Exbotts — shag fe mind, andthe former of the body - 


edvettin, Out both, they fay, are bere. forbidden ; 
p: 157, and therefore I cannot imagine what.com- 
fort 7.G. can have im {uppofing their 
Images are not forbidden under the name 
of Idols, if they. be forbidden under the 
name of fimilttedes, and it be as un- 
lawful to worfbip them under ane same 
as under the other ¢ Our quarrel is not 
with chem, meerly onthe account of the 
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Adultery, or Theft is againft the “other 
Commandments: and that even in the 
opinion of Origen and Theodoret. them- 
felves.. Befides, if. we look into the fenfe 


of thefecwo Authors, we fhall find their ~ 7 


meaning was not, as 7T.G. imagines, to 


“make thofe only /do/s that were made to... 


reprefent fictions of the brain ; but to 
fhew that God had forbidden all ‘forts of 
Images, Symbolical as well as others. : For, 
faith Origen, Moles being skilledin-all the 
Wifdome of the Aigyptians 5 did. forbid 
thofé things which are ufed in their fecret 


and hidden Myfteries:; i.e, their Sym-  .. 


bolical and Hieroglyphical reprefentations : 
and Theodoret. particularly . mentions..the 


Aig yptian Images, with the faceof 4 Dogy 


. and the Head of .an Ox ; whereby it is: 
plain than they chought Agofes by this. 
Law intended co forbid.all manner. of re-. 
prefentations of things in order. to, wer- 
foip, whether ic were by Hieroglyphicks, 
of by proper: finsilitudes. .. So that, nei- 
ther Orizen, nor Theodoret by. this -inter- 


pretation do give the leaft countenance to 


the practice of the Roman Church. 


: - 4, IL fhall in the laft:place thew, thar: 
_. ehis interpretation of the term dof is over-: 


> thrown -by the moft. learned perfons of 


the 


4 
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the Rowtes Charchs who doconfels that 


the Images of real Beiags may become 


Idels.; And that id.:chefe following cates, 


ae When proper. Letria ts piven. to ak 


Bell, de 


Imag. 
l 2e Ce 2heo 


Imdge ; that w truly Idolatry, faith Bel- 
larmin, when proper Latria ts given to any 
thing befides God; andit is not only Idola- 
try when an Idol is worfbipped rrthont 
God, but when an Idal is worfbipped toge- 
ther with Gods and from. hence he. con 


cludes that 20 Image ought tobe worfoips 


Cwhich is avery ) 
‘hence thofe were cosdemned os heretickss 


ed with proper Latria » which concluii- 
a posto of po a unlefs fuch an 
Image becomes an-fdel:. but he goes far. 
ther, and: faich, that chofe who wor/bipped 
an —_ of Chraft with dérvine honours; 
aithongh s¢ be for' the [uke of Chriff, and 
not of the Image, did commit Idolatry ; 
for, faith: he; although a mun pretends to 
gue thefe honours for the fake of. God ox 
Chrift, yer ix us. much. as ite gives divine 
honours to thers, he deth really give it. for 
them |[ehuesy although be deaiesit in* wor ds; 
ir confefhion) até from 


who gave: divine worfpip. to the Inage of 
Chrift ; as appears Ar ia Epipha- 


. mins; S. Auguftin, avd Damafcen; .Ac- 
~° cordiag to which conceffron, the difpure 


cannot any longer be, mbether the Images 
_ 6 
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of Chrifi-ox she Saints be tdols or no, if 
we.can prove that divine honours. are given 
to. them by the dadtrine and practice of the 
‘Boman. Church.’ And even T.G. himfelf _ 
faith, Is mot tho giving Divine, worfbip to 769.168 
a Greaturé the fame w.to wake it a fable 
Gedsk. Andy it nmat- Heathen. Idolatry to 
worfbip a falfe Ged? From whence it fol- 
lows, that it is che. orfbip makes any thing 
an. Jdof, and not the reprefentation of an 
Imaginary Being. .2. When Images are 
worfhipped as. true reprefentations of the 
Divine Nature, -. So Sanders exprefly '; Seeder. dé 
He that goes: ukout te reprefentthe invifi- idle 
ble, Nature of God hy an Image, fins grie- c. 4s init 
voupy and makes:an Idol; avd he thet prow 
pofes fach an. Image for worfbip commits. 
Idolatry: bat fach-an Image.is no repre- 
fentation of a meer figment of mens brains ; 
but 2 vain endeavour to fet forth the moft 

erfect Being. If: he had.only faid it had 

been. a foolifh and vain attempr, he had on- 
ly expeeffed the fmspoffibility of the things 
buc.when he makes.fuch an Jvage.an Idol 
when it is propofed for worfbip, he doth | 
imply, thac an imperfect reprefentation of — 
an.infinice Nature when it 1s worthipped 
bécomes an Jdo/,' This isnottobeavoid- 
ed. by faying, that [uch an Image ts a fale: 
reprefestation: for it is no. otherwife 


falfe 
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+ fabfe than every Jmagé.of a man is fos 
for no Image. can.reprefent :the invifible 
‘Nature of a'Man. - And «it. adds much 
forceto this, thatthe Author of the Greek 


 apéalioth. Excerpta. about the #fe . of Jmages, from 


— NOBe Ce Oe 


Pai7. To.40 


7340 the Nicene Council and the Writers. of 


thactime, faith, that- the defign of the. fe- 
cond Commandment ts againft making any 
‘Images of God ; which he Jooks on not 
only as an abfurd but a very wicked pre- 
étice ;: and which, he faith, wes then com- 
mon among the Aigyptians. 3. Whenas 
Sv Image is worfbipped for the fake of any 
 fandbity, vertue, or Divinity abidiny init. 
Friohs. — Whofoever.doth fa,{aith Facobus Almsain, i 
inns, 4% Idolater ; and {o'much-isimplyed in the 
1. 3. dift.o. Council. of Trent ic felf; when it declares, 
«he shat no worfbip is to be given to. an Image om 
any fuch account ; if {o,then the doing ic 

is a thing forbidden and unlawfw ; and 

not only fo, but they looked on this as the 

certain way of putting a difference between 

Idolatry and their worfbip ; but men may - 
fuppole fasétity, vertue,and Divinity to , 

be in an Jmage of areal Being ; and there- 

fore {uch an Jzage may:. be properly an 

Vofq.q. Idol: and (0 Vafquez confefles that this is 
Idolatry to give worfbip, although it be 
inferiour, to any tnasimate being ( as an 
Image uw) for the fake of any thing belong- 
_ 7 : tag 
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ing to it, orinherent init, This Ihave 

fhewed thar'there isno pretence toexcufe © 

the worfbip OF Images from being Idolatry 

and a breach of the fecond Commandment, 

becaufe an Jdol isonly areprefentation of 

only imaginary beings, as T.G. faith, fach 0.02 
as Sphinxes, Tritons, Centaurs or the like, 


. 2. Inow come to fhew.more particu. ¢ 6.° © 
larly what the fexfe.of the Law #, by = 
_confidering what T. G. faith:in 4%fwer to 
what I had formerly faid abouc it: the 
Original Queftion between us, was, whe- 
cher God by:this Law hath‘ forbidden the’ 

' giving any copay himfelfbyan Jaze? 
No, faith 7. 6. be bath noe 3 bat sphat he 
forbids there uw only giving bis worfbip to’ 
Idols, To refolve this Queftion, being - 
about the: fenfe of a Law, I propofed ° 
three wayes..1, From the Terms in which ' 
_the Law isexprefled, 2. Brom the Res- 
fon annexed to. it. 3. From the judge- 
ment of the Lew.giver himfelf.- ‘But be- 
fore T.G. comes to the handling of chefe, 

he lays down fome arguments of his own 

to fhew, that God did not intend by this 
Law, to forbid the worfbipping of himfelf 

by an Image, but only the worfbip of Idols. 
1. Becaufe the Fews. did worfbip God byr.cy 
‘bowing down before the Ark and the Che- 4% 


393 | 
| 

; 
rubim, 


(Hod) 


yabim. 42; Becanfe S. Auftin wakes this 


_ Commandment to be only an explication of 


T G. p- 405 
493 505525 
53> $6,775 
99, 81, 

103, 206) 
07s 


she firft, To thefe I thall give a diftine 
anfwer, | 7 ay 

i. T.G. on all occafions, lays great) 
weight on the worfbipping of God before the’ 
Ark and the Cherubims: which he makes. 
to be the parallel of their worfbipping God 
by bowing or kneeling before a a $ 


" to which inftance J had given this Anf{wer, — 


‘©, Thar the Fews only dire&ed their, 
<¢ worfhip towards the place where God had: 
“promifed. tobe fignally prefer among, 
‘¢ them ¢::which' fignifieS f16-more. to the; 
¢* worfhip: of Images, than’ our lifting our 
<Seyesta heaven doth when we pray ; bé- 
‘€caufe .@od is more efpecially prefent 
“¢there. . 2, “Fhat thought the-cherabims 
“were cherg, yet they: were diwayes hid: 
<< from the-fight of the. peopje,: the High 
“ Prief himfelfi going into the Holy oF Ho- 
“Jes but onee ayears and.that the Che- - 
“( rubims Were no reprefentations of Gad; 
“ buchis:Fhrone was between them on the 
¢ Mercy Seat; but that they. were Hiero- 


_< glyphical, Figures of Gods own appoint. : 


a- a” 
, 
ag 


“sing, which che Fews know'no mote thar - 
“we do: which-are plain-arguments they: 
"were nevér intended for: objetés of wor-- 
f fhip, for: shes they, towdt. aot have’: 
- | = “ been 
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“been meer appandices: to another thing,. 
“but would have been publickly expofed 
“asthe Jmages are inthe Roman Churches, 
“and their form as well known as any of 


‘the B. Virgin. “But T, G. ftill infifts 
_ uponit, that the Reverence which the Fews T: 
[beved to the Ark and Cherubims, reas of 


the fame nature with the worfbip they give 
to Images ; andhe thinks, I have noc an- 


 fwered the.argument he brought: for it. 


Therefore to give him all reafonable farif-- 


faction, I fhall 1. Compare their worlbip 


of Images and thefe together, 2. Exa- 
mine al} the-colour af argument he pro- 


_ peats x. That they-are publickly fet up- 


_ duces for the worfip of thefe among the 


Fews, = | Bs 

x, Forcomparing their worfbip of Iong- 
es, with the Fews -worfhipping God be- 

in the Ark and: the Cherubims. As ta 


Gp206, 


their worfbip of Images, 1 need'only re-.- 


and expofedfor worfhipin their Churches, 
and over their d/tars, 2. That theyare. 
confecrated for this end. 3. That the 
peoplein their devotionsitow-to chem, kneel 
and pray. before them: with all expreffions: 
of Reverence. _ 4;- That the Coancils of 
Nice and Trent have decreed that worfbip- 
1s to be.given to. then ow the account of: 
their. ‘veprefentation 3 becawfe tee honour 

fescue e giver 


—_ | 
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given to them paffes. to the exemplar 
‘g. That-che. Jmages themfelves on. the ac- 


count of their reprefentation are a proper 
object. of inferiour worfkip, and that con- 
fidered ‘together with :the exemplar they 


voor. Makeup one entire object -of fupreme wor- 


foip . in thefe their. Divines generally 
agree,..and condemn che opinion -of chofe 
who fay, That they are only to worfbip the 
exemplar before the Image, 4s contrary 


to the Decrees of Councils. But if the 


Ark. and Cherubims were neither fet sp, 
nor expofed, nor coafecrated as objects of 
worfbips if the People of the Fes never 
thought them to be fo, nor wor(bipped 
them as fuch ; if the utmoft were only 
that, which the Divines of the Roman 


_ Charch condemn, viz. making them only 


a circumftance and.not an object of wor- 
foi, then 1 hope the difference will ap- 
pear fo-great that. 7..G. himfelf may be 


 afhamed of infifting fo much on fo weak a 


& 7. 


parallel.. 


| In: external Aéts of wor|bip thefe two 
things areto be diftingnifhed, (1. }) The 
Object.of worfbip, or the thing to which 


that worfbip is given. .(2.) The Local 
- circtmflance of expreffing chat worfhip to- 


wards:that object. . That there isa real 
ee : difference 


ae 
Nae 


«> ee 
difference between the object and local ci?- 
cumftance of worfhip, by our lifting up 
‘our hands and eyes towards heaven when 
weworfhip God; but no man that tinder- 
ftancs our Religion can fay, that we: wot- 
fhip the: heavens, but only God as prefent 
inthem; wherefore God isthe objec?, and 

looking up to Heaven; bately the ¢ércani- 
jtance. When we praife any perfon for 
fome excellency in him, if hé be prefenr;) 
we naturally turn our face towards him, _ 
co lec others by that circumftance under- 
ftand, of whom we fpeak but which 
way foever we looked, the fame pérfon 
would be the odjec# of our pratfe; whea 
we do this at anothers mentioning his 
wame, no man of common underftanding 
will fay, chac che praife is directed to the 
very name of the Perfor; and if aman 
takes 4 Panegyrick upon another, and 
reads itout of a Book, noone fulpectsthat - 
his praife is therefore directed to his Book. 
Thus it is in the acts of worfbip, the Objec# 
is chat Being to which the wor/bip is dire- 
ted but becaufe external Acts mutt have 
fome local circumftances, by the pofition 
of our countenances, and the tendency of 
our pofure either towards Heaven, Or to- 
, wards fome p/acé as the more :mmediate 
Symbol of a divine prefence, che diffe- 
_ s Lz rence 


| 


ee 
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rence is apparent between fuch a direGion 
of the 4 towards a place, and the dire- 
tion of ic cowards an Odjedf, in cate it 
can be made appear chat may bea place 
of worfbip, which is not an object of it. 
For which we muft confider, (1. ) Thar 
the object of warf{bip is that to which the 
worfbip is given either for its own fake; 


—or-for the fake of that which ic repre fents . 


but a /ocal circum/tance doth only circum- 
{cribe the material act of war{bip within 
cértainbounds. And the proper objec# of 
worlbip is a Perfon, either really prefent, 
or reprefented as prefent. The Idolaters, 
wito worshipped their Jvsages as Gods (if 
at leaft any confiderable number of them 
ever. did fo ) it was upon this account, 
that chey fuppofed fome Spirit to he éncor-. 
perated in the Jmage,. and fo to make to- 
— with it a Perfor fit to receive wor-. 

ip. Thofe who worthipped the Elements, 
or heavenly bodies, did itnotontheac- 


count of the ssatter whereof they were: 


made ; burof chofe piréts which they be- 
lieved to rule over thofe chin acm | Wore | 


_ fhipped, as.I have already. fbewed in the. 


general difcourfe. But it isnot neceffary. 
in orderto an cbjeét of worfhip, chat. the, 


- Perfon be really prefent; for if men by 


imagination do fuppofe him prefentasre- 
a4 | a pres 
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piefented by an swage, that makes tlofe, 
who worfhip that Jwsage perform the véry: 
fame aéés, as if he were aétuslly prelent. 3 
and in the Church of Rompe they domake: - 
this reprefentation by am. Invages. a. {yffici-- 
eat,ground for making that ai3-obyedh.of 
worfbip, which we (ay :i4 the very hing: 
forbidden .in. the Secontl, Govespeandmment,; 
viz. that any _Jmage Should be wodhipped: 
onthe accounr of. whatitreprefents, and. 
therefore it-forbidsall kindof xeprefent dr. 
‘tions to be worfbipped.by:men: becaufe atb 
Iesage feermsto have fuck a:relation to the 
thing it reprefents, . that they may. pretend 
they give wurfbip to it om another.accoline 
than meerly igs matter and form, viz, dhe 
thing reprefénted 49 it. T bus when the Reus: 
fers of. the worfhip of Images is drawn frond 
the exemplar, jas itis betti inthe cones 
of Wice and Trent, chey thereby thew, 
~ that they do rake the Zmage atrue object: 
_ OF worfbip;s alchough the .veafon. of it:be: 
drawa from the: Perfon teprefented, . But 
. fappofe men-worfhip God rowards the weft; 
as the Fews' did, or towards the Eats asi 
the. Chrifiens did ; what. isthere in thisi 
thac doth teprefent God: to .us ¢-. what is 
there chat we fix our worlhip upon; Bue: 
oaly'hitefelfs God hath tio where forbid-) 
denen toworthip Him zona the fant 


“Mya, es - 
VOCE eS : 
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of His prefence; for even our Saviowr: 
hach: bid us. pray, Osr Father which artis 
Hexven ; and fuppofing God had promifed 
emiore peculiar prefence in His Holy Tem- 
ples it: was-as‘lawful to worfhip God co- 
wards chat, as towards Heaven's but’ 
that which God hath ftri@ly forbidden, is 
the. worfbipping of any thing én’ the ac- 
coumt of thereprefentation either of bim- 
felf, or of Hiscreatares ; for this doth 
fuppofe that Zmage to be made the objeé# 
of: worfbip, although it be on the account 
of what it reprefents. 2. Suppofing the 
fame external 2é#s:to be performed towards 
an. Jmage,..and towards a place of Gods 
particular prefence ; yet the cafe is not. 
alike in both thefe, if tchofe who do them, 
declare they do them not witha defign to 
worfbip that. place. For ‘to the — 

anything am objec? of worl p> “there mu 
be fome ground to believe chat they intend 
to: merfbip. it, ‘either from. the zatwre of 
their ations, or the doctrine and practice 
of the Charch they livein ; but in cafe ie 
be exprefsly declared, that what they do, 
is. only intended as a local circumflance, 
there is no ground to charge them with 
making ic an, object of worfbip.”* . Thus 
_ thofeinthe Charch of Rome, who declare 
that they do not sworfbip the Jmaye, but 
. only 


_ (709) 
only worfbip God before an mage; al: 
though they perform che fame exrernal 
acts of worfhip, yet aré condemed of He= 
refie, becaufe hereby they declare they-da : 
not give werfbép to _ which is con- 
trary .to the ‘decrees. of their Cowscils’: 

Much more. certainly will thofe: be con: 
demned by them who declare it wzlawfi 
to worfbip any thing on the ‘account of 
reprefentation, and that they do only de- 
termine the ac#s of outward -worfbip tos - 
wards a particular place, without any ins 
tention to worfhip that place, but only to’ 
worfbip God that way. .. And this was the 
cafe of the Fews as to the wor/bipping of. 
Images, and of God towards the Holy of 
Holes; they declared ic utcerly unlawful 
to do ont becaufe God' had: ftriétly forbid-: 
den it, and they: choughe it as lawful co: 
do the other,.. becaufe. he allowed the pra 


Gice: of it: and it.was -fufficiently known °° 


among the people of the Fews,: that they’ 
had no intention to-worfhip either the Aré 
orthe Cherubims. 3. Where there is on* 
ly a dacal corcumpance of wor/bip, the famé* 
thing would be worfhipped, fuppofing' that 
- ctroumflance . changed ;- but where apiy’ 
thing is an! objec# of worfbip, chat bemp: 
changed; the fame thing is tot worfbip- 
| ptd,. This makes. che difference between: 

st Zz3 ~~. *&thefe 


z nS | 
thefe twa’ ¢afie, and, intelligible by all. 
If a Few thould worthip towards the Zaft, 
Or Ghrifiiags towards the weft, the fame 
check. of theix., mlorfeip continues Mills 
for. they spor/bip the fame Ged boch waies's 
but if che garage of Cbrif or che B. Virgin 
be taken away from the dvtar, a Papi/f 

— ¢annot befaid co worfhip she ane thing 
shere, thar he didbeforé, Which plainly. 
fhews, that there i$ a seul difference 

between . thefe.. twos :which. is of great 
moment se ¢lear the Feevgh morfotp of 

- God, towards his, holy place, and to thew 
how, different, it, was from the worfbip of 
HAAR E Se a ae ae on aes 4 


¢. 8. ; 2.. But. % G. pretends to bring clear 
"% Seriptare for: the Fems morfhipping the 
Ark, Adore ye the foot ftool af God, for 
i, is holy, -2fat. 98.5.0 el, che. anctent 
7.6.9.206. Fathers, helaith, read it witbout feruple; 
| and'S.. Weromesheflaichy somfiress it. And 
why ws itplesed in the Hely of Holies,and 

mhy were the people commanded ta adore, 

ox. tom dowy before it ,- but to-teftifie their 
epverepcetost? ‘Fosthis IT anfwer,:t. One. 

might venture oxlds againfk 1 G, shat whe: 

he quotes'4/ the Faaker's forhign, hte hath vee 

ry few of hinfigde: Nothing Je(s will Content 

bisa here chan adiehe Fadbars acading: ir, 


ela. & = 4 : with- 
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without foruple, for J -boly, when Lord: pip, in 
muefaith, That allthe Greek Fathers, not Pfal.99. 5. 
one diffenting that he had feen, read st, 
Por. He ws holy: and among the Latins he 
confefles, That S, Hierome and S. Augn- . 
‘fine both read it fox for, faithS.Auzgaftine, = 
Quis. fanitus eft in cujus honore adores | 
feabellum pedum ejus ? Genebrard ac- Genbr. 
knowledges likewife, that S. Hierome 20 
tranflates itfo, and Swarez yields that not 3 «p. 4.54. 
only the Greek, but S. Auguffine and ®3 
| S. Héerome read it, For He s holy, 2.Thofe 
— words do not imply, that the Fews did 
“make the 4ré the obje of their worfbip 5 
for che chaldee Paraphraft renders chem, 
worlbip Him in Hie Santtuary, and the 
‘aft verfe of the Pfslw, where the fame 
fenfeis repeated, interprets this, wWor/bip 
at his holy hill, for the Lord our God is 
holy.: where, the holy Afountain is the 
fame withthe Foot-/Pool before mentioned: 
and {o. Afws confefles, who faich withal, sim. de 
That by: the phrafe of wor/bipping His Muu in let. 
Foor-ftood ‘ nd more umeant than worlbip- 
| “pina God at Hus Foot-fiool : and the San- 
Guary, hefaith, « called Gods Foot-ftool, 
sot only by the Chaldec sas ver and‘ 
Kimchi, bat‘Lament. 2. 1. And (o Lyra 
interprets it, date [cabellum pedum ejus : 
= wWirfbip before Hu Footftool : or werfbip 
- : Lz 4 at 


(712) 


At His Footftool, .as itis Pfalm 182. 7. 


_ And -it would be very ftrange, if the 


P{almift fhould here. propofe the foot /toel 


for an objec? of werfbiptothem, when the 
-defign of the whole P/a/m isto call all Na- 


tions to ——s of God, as fitting be- 
tween the Cherubims, Plal.99,1..4#¢. im 
His Throne whichis. furely different from 
His Footftool, J will naccontend with 
Suarez about the fenfe of the Footffool of 
Ged here mentioned, (although he can- 


fefles that Baft and Vatablus underftand 


the Temple by it:) but I will yield him 


that the 4rk is moft probably anderftood 


-byit, becaufe of his fisting between the 


Cherubims being, mentioned before ; in 


which refpect the rk may. properly be 
Called his Foot/fool, For the Cherubims 
were .the Afercabab, or the Divine Cha- 
riety and fo called, 1 Chrow. 28. 18. 


—— Facob. 


Leon. dé 
Cherubinkse 


where the Vulgar Latine renders it Quadri- 
ga Chernbsim: in fauch a Chariot Pyrrhus 
Ligerias, the famous Jtalias,Antiquary, 


faith, The Detties were wontto be drawn: 
1g. and Livy, and Plutarch take notice of it 
- in Camillus as an extraordinary thing that 


he made ale of {uch a Tréamphat Charis 


-which had been before looked.on as pra 
«#132. per to Fove the Father of Gods and Men. 


Such a Trivmpbal Chariat, .AUfappofe that 
S. tse 3 oe = 
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to have been in the Holy of Holies, but 
without any reprefentation of the Divine 
Ad ajefly, and this Chariot is chat we call 
- the Cherubim, and the Ark wasa kind of 
. Footftopl to the invifible Majefty that fate 
berween the Cherubims, and there deli- © 


wered his Oracles. Now J appealtothe _ . 


underftanding of any reafonable man, whe- 
ther God being reprefented as fitting upon 
His Tréwmphal Chariot, without any vif- 
_ ble Image of Him, the wor/bip was there 
to be performed to the invifible Deity, or 
to the wi ftble Chariot and Footffool? which 
is all one as to ask whether perfons ap- | 
proaching to a Prince on his Throne, are 

- to worfhip the Prince or his Foot/Fool, or 
Chair of State? But Lorinus and Suarez 
fay, The Hebrew particle 1 being added 
to 4 word implying worfbip, doth not de- 
note the place but the object of worfbip ; 


. . which is fufficiently refuted bythofetwo - 


places before mentioned, viz, the laft 
_verfe of this Pfalm, and Pfalm 132.7. 
..3. Thofeof the Fathers, who underftood 
this expreffion of the objeé# of worfbip, do 
‘declare by their interpretation that it was 


_ - not lawful to worfbip the Ark after thac 
-  maorer. Therefore Lorinus faith, moft 
__ Of the Fathers underftood it of the buma- 


, . ty Of Chrift, asS, Ambrofe, §, Hierome, 
ae | | 9, Aas 


_~ 


SES ET OE Ne ee dg ee ah ame: Peer > 
- 


‘4xt.in 


(714) 


S. Aaguftine and others generally after 


him, and among the Greeks, he reckons . 


S. Athanafius, and ‘S. Chryfofteme. Bac — 


what need all this running fo far from-the 


- bteral fenfe, in cafe they had choaght the 


Ark a lawful object of worfbip? LecS, Aa- 
guftine {peak for the reft, The Scriptare, 


Pfal. 98.3, faith he, elfewhere calls the Earth Geds 


| Footfiools and doth he bid as worfbip the 


Earth ? This puts mein agreat perplexi- 
3 I dare ve wor|bip cna, pga 

amn me who made-the Heaven and the 
Earth, and I dare not but worlbip His 
Footftool, becanfe He bids me do it. In 


. this dowbt I turn my [elf to Chrif', and 


from Him find the refolution of #3 for 


. His Ele(b was Earth, and fo he runs into 


Ang. de 
Verbs 


a difcourfe about 7 adoration due tb the 
fielh of Chrif, and the feafe ia which ic 
is tobe underftood. And elfewhere faith, 
That the humane nature of Chrift is no 
otherwife to be adored thin as itu antted 


pee to the Divinity. Which plainly fhews 


Ser. 58. 


that he did not think the 4ré literally un- 


-derftood to be a prover objed# of worfbsp. 


But 7. G. adds, thae S. Hierome faith, 


_ That the Fews did worfbip or reverence — 


the Holy of -Holies , becanfe there were 
the Cherubims, the Ark, &c. Icis well 


he puts in Reveremce as well as wer- 


. | Seip, 


a * 


ni. . > ee 
fix, for Venerabantar fignifies no mor 


thanthat they bed it im great veneration, — 
aad thar. noc only for the fake of the rk — 
and Cherubims, but for the pot of Afanna, 


and. Aarons Rod ; and doth T.G. think 


imhisconfcience, that the Fews worfhip- _ 


ped thefe too’ But S. Htervom explains 
himfelf, when he faith immediately after, 
That the Sepulchre of Chrift ts more vene- 


vable than that 5 which he iaterprets by 
| faying, Jt was a place tobe hononred by all, 


And are chefe the doughty proofs. which 
F. G. blames me for not vouchfafing an 


Anfwer to them ¢ I think he ought to. 
_ havetaken it as a kindnefs fromme.. Let. 


him now judge whether I have neither 


Scripture, nor Father, nor Reafon to abet. 


me, in faying, That the Fews only dire- 
éted their worfbip towards the place where 


God had promifed to be fignally prefent — - 


among them, | 
As co the worfbip of the Cherubims , 
all ‘his attempts come only to this, They 


might be werfbipped although they were not - 


feen ; and if it were lawful for the 


it was alwaies lawful ; but I deny chat « 


the: High Prieft-ever worlhipped them ; 


for he only worfhipped the Ged that fate 


ppon His Trivmphal Chariot ; and their 
we = being 


High. Prieft to worfbip them. once a year, TG.}.207 
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being hid from the fight of. the People, was. 
an argument they were. nat expofed as ob- 
jects of worfbip, ‘as Images are in the Ro-, 
man Church. Their being Appendices to 
the Throne of God, hefaith, was rather.a 
means toincres fe than dimini{b the Peoples 
Reverence to them, If by Reverence he 
means worflip, we may here fee an in- 
ftance of the variety of mens underftand-. 
ings. For no lefs a man chan Vafquez, 
— ‘Valqex from hence argues, That the Cherubims 
CiB* 104 weve never intended as an objed of wore. 

[oip, becanfe they were only the Appendices 
to another thing ; but athing ts then pro- 
pofed as an. object of worlbip, when it 
13. fet up by st felf, and not byway of ad- 
dition or ornament to another thing : with. 
Lorinin Whom Lorinus, Axzorius, and Viforius — 
2017-25* agree, Aad even Aquinas himfelf grants, 
Pfal. 98.3. Fat the Seraphim (he means the Chera- 
Se ae bim) were not fet ap for worfbip, but. 
7.6. only for the fign of fome Adyfteric; nay, 
Vifor. se- hetaith, she Fews were exprefsly forbid-- 
Fie 5. den. to worfbip them. “Thus I hope I have 
Aq. 2. maade it appear, how very littlethe wor- 
a eea, ad 6. ipping, of Ged before the Ark and the 
“"""" Cherubims * doth prove towards the /ew- 
fulneff of the worfbip of Imegesin the Ro+ 
man Church, pe ad 


T he 
4 
‘ 


and calls it « new way of an[wering Fa- 7.6, p46 


07) 

‘The fecond Argument of 7. G. is, .Frons 
the judgement of S. Auguftine, who makes 
that which we call the Second Command- 
ment to be onlyan explication of the Firft. 
Which I thought fo weak and trifling an 
Argument, that I gave a fhort an{wer to 
itin thefe cwo particulars, x, That S. 4e-. 


guftine did not feem conftant to that opini- 
on, 2, That fuppofing he were, yet ic 


doth not follow thae according to his 
judgement, thefe words are only againft 
Heathen Idols, and not againft the wor/bip 
of Godby Images. Here T. G. thinks he 
hath the bic faft between his teeth, and 
away he runs, faifing a duft toblind the 
eyes of beholders; bur he muftbe ftope 
in his carier, and’ brought to berter Rea- 
fon. I asked 7.G. how hewasfure this 


was S, Au/tins conftant judgement, fince in 


his latter Writings he reckons up theCom- 
mandments, as others of the Fathers had. 
done before him’? : upon this he, infults, 


thers, and the readieft he ever met with, 


except it be that of denying them :. and if 


| this be allowed, when an exprefs Teftt- 
mony of a Father i alledged, there is no 


more to do, than to ask how he ts fure, that 


_ the Father did not afterwards change his 


mind ? 


3 (718) 0 
mind ? but, hefaith, he is fare he bath 
his judgement profeffedly for him iz bis : 
former writings ; and that Lought to bring 


“better evidence of hi being of another 


mind than I have done, Butif Tdoevi- 
dently prove, chat S. Adgujfine was of otic, 
mind in che main point as to thé ‘wrlawfnl- 
sie(s of the worfbip of God by Images ;: 
chen what matter is it, whether icbe che. 


* firft, or fecond, or third, or fourth Com- ° 


Aug. de 
Fide & 


mandment, fo we are furéit isone of-the. 


Ten? And I have already produced fuf-- 


ficient. Teftimonies from him to thispur-_ 
pofe; For doth not S. Auga/fine declare;. 
That it.is unlawful to worlbip God by -an: 
Image, when, he faith, i were tmpiety.. 


Sythe Co To for a Chriftian to fet up 4corporeal Ima €, 
of God ina Temples and that.they. who: 


do it are guilty of the Sacriledge condem-, 


ned by S. Paul, of taraing the glory of — 
the incorruptible God into an [mage made. 
like to corruptible man? Woth not St, As-_ 


| guftine commend Varro for (peaking fo re-., 


De Divit. 
Dei. - 4e 
Ce 3 [Ie 


proachfully concerning thé very manner of . 
worfbtpping the Deity by.an Image? andhe 


faith, That if be darft bave oppefed fo. 


old 4 corruption, he would have. doth, 
owned the. unity of the Godbead, Et fine. 
fimulachro coleadum -effe. cenferet , aad. 
have thought. he ought to. be worfbipped 


i. _~ 
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when he purpofely explains that which he 
accounts the Firft Commandment, fay, 
That any fimilitude of God uw thereby for- 
bidden. to be worlbipped, becaufe no 


; without An Image. Doth not S. Augustine, 


Epifl. 119, 
Pit So 
Colle 


Image of God is to be worfbipped but what 


ts God: himfelf, ive. bis Son? And can 


any one {peak more. exprefsly our fenfe - 

thanS, daguftine heredothe Let not T.G. _ 

then. boaft of his poffeffon of Ss. Ang . 
all 


fines wnlels it be, ‘as he did lately 


the Fathers; and in truth, thereafonis . 
muchalikeforboth. But 4s tothe divift- 


Om af the Commandments he is of T. G's 


fides and what is that to our bufine(s 2 


If s, Auguftize be of our fide as to the 
fenfe of the Commandment, 1. can allow 
him to findout fomething of the Atyferie 
of the Trisity in, having three Command- 
ments of the Farff. Table, and I can be 


contented with chis, that the generality of. 


the-Fathers were for the other divifon, and 


upon; more confiderable Reafons.. But 
7.@, faith, That Ss. Hogafine trapiiates 
this Precept, Thou foalt not make to. thy 


| fy 
any Idol, and. the fenfe of the Law .to be 
the forbidding the giving the. worfbip: 


of God toldols. _Qne would think by this, . 


TG Po gy 


S. duguffize liadno other word but Zdolum . 
here.; whereas he. afes. both Agmentum : 
os. | : : and 


ee > oo 
and fimulachrum, both which words he 


‘elfewhere ules about the mages of the 


True God. Butthis is their common me- 
thod, if they meet witha word in the Fa- 


:_ ghers that founds their way, they never | 


{tay to confider the fenfe of it, but pre- 
fently cry out sdolum, Idolum ; and thet 
with the Waa at Athens, take all that 
comes for their own s So doth T.G. boaft 
of the poffefion of the Fathers upon’ as 
flight grounds as he did ; and makes up 
by the ftrength of Imagination what is 
wanting in the goodnefs of his title; if 
at leaft imagination can fway himfo much 
apainft the plain evidence of Reafon: « 


Having thus cleared the way by. remo- 
ving thefe mighty difficulties which T. G. 
had laid in it to obftiuct our paffage, I 
now conte"to canfider'thie feveral methods 
I propofed for areas te the fexfe of. this 
Law. The firft whereof was from the 


general ‘Terms wherein ‘it, is exprefled, 


_..._. Which are of fo large ‘and tomprehenfive 
<"““afenfe as co cake in all manner of reprefen- 


tations, in ‘order ‘to. wor/bip ; and I chal- 


 \étiged hint to Phew'where the. word “Te- 


munab which they’ render‘ fimilitude as 
well’ as’ we, is ever ufed in Scripture to ‘fig- 
nifie fach-an Jdof' as he fuppofes this Law 

% | | intends, 
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intends, And towhat purpofe ate words 
of the largeft fignification put into a Law, 
if the fenfe be limitted according to the 
moft narrow accepration of one word men- - 
tioned therein ? for there is no kind of 
_ Amage, whether graven or painted, whe- 
_ therof a-real or imaginary Being, but-is 
comprehended under the fignification of 
the words fec down inthe Law. To this 
—-'T.G, anlwers, that how large foever the TG.p. 4% 

fignification of this word Temunah or finni- 749 ™o 
litade be when taken by it [elf, yee iz our 
prefent cafe, it s limited by the following . 
words, Thow fbalt not bow down to them | 
mor fexve them, to fiznifie fomething which 
% made to be worfhipped as God, that is, 
| t0 be an Idol, And fo, by the word Idol 
in the Commandinent he underftands fuch 
an Image as ts made to reprefent for wor-- 
{hip a Figment that hath no real Being 3 
and by fimilitude an Image or refemblance 
“of fome real thing, but falfely imagined 
—t0 be God ; bat, he faith; it was nothin 
40 the purpofe to put the word fimilitude 
Waits largeft meaning, that is, as feniiring 
_ any Image what[oever though made with 
| repre to the worlbip of the true God, 
when God himfelf commanded the Ark abd 
the Cherubims to be made with that rés 
_ pects (doth he mean to repre feng che true - ae 
er <a God PO 
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God? or to be objects of a 1 i which 
[have already fhewed to be falle. ) That 
which I am to prove, hefaith,is, that thé 
word Similitude i to be taken fo here g 
whereas, he affirms, that the word finsi- 
. litude isto be reftrained to the fimilitude 
of falfe Gods: And to make all fure, he 
— interprets fimilitude only of the reprefen- 
tation of falfe Gods, and bowing down £0 
- and worfbipping that fimilitude is the wor- 
[bipping that Similitude as God : i. é. ta- 
“King the zikenefsto be the Thing it felf. 
I cannot blame T.G. for making the thing 
forbidden in the Commandment, if it be 
pofflible, more abfard than their practice 
in the worfbip of Images is, but, whe- 
ther he hath made the feafe of the Lew 
or himfelf more ridiculous \et the Reader. 
judge. By fimilitude, he faith, where to 
be under ftood, only the Similitude of Falfe 
Gods, as the Sun, Moon and Stars, and 
other like things which they worfbipped as 
Gods ; this I confefs is intelligible and 
true, although not the fw meaning of the 
Commandment; bat what then is, bowéng 
| down to and worlbipping this fimilitude ? 
that is, faith he, to worfbip this. fimilitude 
as God: How isthac¢ Is it by believing 
the Similitude.to be the Thing ? as thé 
_ dmage of the Sua.to be really’ che = 
- | chis 
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this is abfurd enough of -all Confcieticéj 

and they were forti{b Idolaters indeed that’ ” 
did fo, Oris it, chacthey thought theré — 

was #0 other God, befides that fitsilitude ? 

That were ftrange indeed, they thould 

think the fimslitude tobe God, atid not the 

thing reprefented by it. But fo the wife 

Pope Gregory 2. interpreted this Coms- 
mandment in his incomparable Epiftle to , 
Leo Ifaurus ; The Emperonr tells the Pope Greé 23 
he durft not allow the worfbip of images, Lens pais 
becanfe of this fevere Prohibition of any ” 
kind of fimilitude, and he 7 him to 

foew, who it was thet fince had made tt 
lawful to worfbip the work of mens Hands, ae 
‘The Pope for this calls him, an. sgnore- Garty a 
mus, a dull, and infolent Fool's and bids “™“* 
him lay afide his pride and beughtinefi,'© ¥, 
and come and learn of him the WCMRINZ ® Flak 
of the Commandment.. And now we ex- desotony 
pec fomething. becoming an Jnfallible 2 cate 
Head of the Church; This Commandment, parker P 
faith che Pope, was made for the fake of Peutiuts 
the Idolaters who lived in the Land of i 
Promife, that wor{bipped living Creatures | 
Ff Gold and silver, and wood, and all forts 

of Creatures and Fowls of the dire 3 and 

| fatd; Thefe are one Gods, and there is no 

God befides them s and for the fake of thit 

| Workmanfbip of the Devil, God [aid that 

_ Aaaa we 
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-we fbould not worfbip them: but there % 
other workmanfbip fo 


rthe Honour of God, 
‘and this men may worfbip. Exceedingly 
well fpoken ! The mifchief is, AZsimont- 


More Ne- -des faith, there never were fuch Fools in 
voch.l. 1 the world. to believe there’ was no other 


be 36. 


ers 
rY are 


eee | 


. ee oe 
> 


God but their Idols ; but what is ALaimo- 
nides hisfaying to the Head of the Church ? 
Iam not yet fatisfied about T.G’s worfbip- 


” ping a fimilitade as God, and {o making 
ae an Idol, * If it be a God, howisic the 
~ fimilitude of a God? If it be not, how 


‘comes ittobe worfbipped as God? What 
-asitthe fiwtlitaude of? of God? yes. But 


. itis Godit felf to him that worfhips ic as 
- God; and:foit isthe fimilitude of it felf. 
’ Sothat-the' fimilitude here forbidden tobe 
' worfbipped, is a Thing thatis dike itsown 


T6.p.30felf, TF. G; in another place faith, the 


... thing forbidden in the Commandment, is 


7: bowing our felves down to the Images 
“ulus: themfelves,.and this by the Conceffion of all 
Cat eee “ worlbipping them inflead of Goa. W hat 

““' "0 is this bowing down to the Images them-- 


felves ? Isic fuppofing them to be really 
Gods ? then they are not wor{bipped as fr- 
‘militades ; and this feems to. be Kis meane 
ing, when he faith, To dow down our felves 
to the Images themfelves, without any Re- 
lation. to God, i to worfbip them inftead 
oe S. 6 
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ef Ged. Butl am fill to feek for his‘ 
meaning ; is it bowing down. to Images. 
themfelves, without relation-to any other i 
God ? thac.muft fuppofe that thofe who 
dofo worfhipthem believe there.is 20 God - 
befides the /mages, and that wereto make — 
God to forbid a ching, that we never read 

to be practifed in the World. Or, is ie 
to fuppofe thofe Zmages themfelves to be - 
Objeéts of worfbip ? if it be, chen all chofe . 
ftand condemned for Idolaters who afferc : 
that Images themfelves are to be worhhip- : 
ped, Which I have thewed to be the 
common opinion of their Dévines, andby - _ 
them thought to be the Decree of che.. 
Councils for the worfbip of Images. Or: 
. Iaftly, is che worfhipping Jmages them." 

felves, withont relation to thé. True God, : 
the worlbipping them inftead of God 2 
bue this is both f2d/e, and ‘éenpertinent.» . | 
Ic. is falfe, becanfe they who worfhhip,. --- - 
Images without relation to the tre God, | 
may yet worfhipthem barely as they re-. 
prefent a falfe God (asthe wifeft of the. 
Heathens did) andtherefore not 4s.Gods 
and Eufebius faith in general. of the Hea- raed ” 
. thens, that they did not, lok on their.” ~ 
' Images as Gods :.it is impertinent, be-: 
caufe by the confeffion of theirown Wri- 
ters (as I have fhewed ) an Jmage that. 

ta Aaa3 hath 
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hath relation to the Trae. God may be 
worthipped # God, when: divine. worfhi 


js given. to an fasage of God or Chrift. 


And therefore all this:adoe is to no pur- 


pofe , for this Commandment mult. then. 
be fo underftood, as to exclude the worl 
of the True Godby an Jmsage. . Otherwile- 

it cannot be unlawful to give any kind of | 


_ worfbip toan Image of the True God; and 
fo the Gsoficks were not to- blame in.the 
 ypor[bip they gave to the Jmage of Chrift, 


TG. p 38; 


although they ftand condemned in all 
Ages of the Charch for'it. If this were 
unlawful,: (as they all fay itis unlawfulto - 
Sacrifice to: an Image) then fome kind of ' 
worthipping the Trae God by.an Image is 
Forbidden by the fecondCommandment.And - 
now let the Reader judge, how well 7. G, 
hath acquitted himfelf in his admirable un- 
dertakings, when he faith, with fo much 
confidence, that the fecomd - Commandment. 


(39 fpeaks not one word againft the worfbipping - 


God him/elf by an image 3 which is to 
charge the whole Chriftian Church with 


_ ..._Folly-and Ignorance in condemning the- 
_* Carpocratians, for worfhipping the Image- 
of Chrift with divine worfbip ; who faith: 


Bell a 
4mag. b. 2. 


bd es 
inv Sa 


Bellarmin,fine dubio Imaginem ejus propter- 
ipfum colebant, without all doubt de 7 
ped the mage of Chrift with relation to bmn. 
- = | Bue 


Te 
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But fill’ when 1. G. is milerably 3.11, 
miftaken’; che Fathers muft bear the | 
blamé of it. Alas poor Fathers ! Mutt 
you bear the load of all his mifcarriages ¢ 
It is but doing you juftice, to vindicate 
your innocency in this righteous Caufe. 

He tells me, that Z muft prove againft 1G. p.sos 
thefe Fathers (viz. Origen and Theodo-. 

ret) and the general fenje of the Church 

of Chrift for-fo' many hundred years, that 

she word fimilitude is to be taken in the 

fecond Commandment for any Image made. 

with —- the worlbip of God. A. 

1 


very eafie’ undertaking in ic felf; but by 


no means either againft thofe Fathers, or 


the fenfe of the Chriftian Church for many. 


| bundred years, which is as plainly on my. 


pea ee: a 


fide in this cafe, as it isin the Articles of. 
the Creed; asmaybe feen inthe foregoing. 
Chapters. But T.G. is again unlucky. 


_ when he pretends to the Fathers ; for: 
| thofe two Fathers he mentions are point- 
blank againft him iirthis matter : witne(s; 
_ the many citations I there praduced out: 
OF Origen ;. wherein, he faith, the Chri-. 


Re ee 


~~" 


frians darft bave no Images of the Deity,. 
becaufe of this Commandment; and that. 
they would rather dye than defile them-~ 
jelves with [uch an impiety, And even 

| | fs A 4a 4 The - 
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areoder, Theodoret himlelf faith, they were forbid- 
in Dexte den to make any Image of God, because 
a a they faw no fimilitude of bims: and which 
is moreto T.G. even the Nicene Cons- 

cil and the great Patrons of Images for a 

Jong time after, did yield that the fecond 
Commandment did forbid the making or 
worfhipping any reprefentation of God ; 

«+3 -as T have already at large proved. If I 

— might advife T.G, I would never have 
him venture at the Fathers again, buthe | 
contented to bear his own burdens ; and 

out of meer pity to them, not to load them 

with the imputation of his own infirmi- 

des, if not wilful miftakes. To make it 

appear thacthe intention of the Law was 

riot meerly againft the Jde/s of the Hea- 

thens, 1 added thefe words “If this had 
“‘beenthe meaning of the Law, why was 

<*it not more plainly exprefled % why were 

5 none of the words elfewhere uféd by. way 

“© of contempt of the Heathen Idols here 
“mentioned, as being lefs liable to am- 
“biouity? why in fo {hort a comprehen- 

“‘fion of Laws, is this Law fo much en- 

“ larged above what it might have been, 

‘cif nothing but what he faith, were to 

_ be meant by it ¢ For then. the meaning 

‘cof the two firft precepts might have. 

i. ‘been fammed up in very few. words, 
is 2s i, ae a ° ae Thom . 
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“¢ Thon foalt bave no other Gods “but. me, 
“Sand Thow fbalt worfbip the Images of no 
“‘other Gods bat me. To all this, which 
is furely fomething morethan faying, thet. 
tt ts ridiculous to imagine the Law means 
any thing elfe 3 F:G. anlwers. or one- | 
word: but inftead of chat he {pends fome xc. P-$1s 
pages about two fimilitudes, one of mine, $2253 ~- - 
and another quaister of his own; which -- > 
muft{tand or fall according to the Reafop °° 
given for the fexfe of the Law 3 andthere-: — 

re I fhall pafs them over. Only forhis 
defiring me, to make my fimilitude run on 
all four, as the Reafis. mentioned in it Ce | eee | 
is {uch'a piece of Wit, that I defire he may . 
enjoy the comfort of it. gee ee 

_ But he hath not, yet:done with the word oe 
Pefel ; which; he faith, the LXX, would tb 34: 
never have rendred it here contrary to 
| «‘Bheir ‘cultome, Idol, without fome particu. . 14 
| lar Reafon for it, . What particular Rea- 
 fon'was there here, waore than in the repe- 
- titign: of the Commandment, Deat.5, 8 2° 
| Where ‘they tranflate.it by av, in the: 
| Alex. -J 8S. and iin other. Copies of-.the : 
| LXX. Dest. 4.16. Was there not as much ° 
— reafonto haye ufed.the fame wordinthofe? . 
. Plages -as in this, fince the Commandvsent 
' is. the..very. famez And for the other 
- Plages, -he mentions, as Z/aiah 40. 18 ---< 


~~ 
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44 9, 10, 13. I dare leave it to the exa- 
mination of any man, whether they do not 
far beccer prove, that an Zdol in Scripture 
is an. Jmage fet upfor worfbip, than chat 
by graven Imuge ig meant an Heathen 
Idol, This Iam certain of, that Per. Pé- 


_ -eherelis an excellence’ Critick, and learn- 
ed Divine in the Rowan Church, was con- 


vinced by. comparing of thefe places, thet 


t20, 221° she fientfication of an Idol in thé fecond 


Q. 14, 


Commlandmeot, t.the fame with that of a 
graven Inage; and that the nfing any! 
eutward fign of worfbip before any Image’ 


pazeegn. 9 the thing forbidden in thie Comiteand- 


meat, and that'the doing fo is that Idolatry: 
which God bath threatned fo feverely ta’. 
pwasifo-:. which I. befeeth: T. G. and thofe 
of his Chusch to confider, and repent; 


Thefecond way I propofed to find out’ 
the fexfe'of the Commandment was from: 
the Reafin of it 5 which, I faid, * the’ 
¢ Scripture tells us was derived from 
Gods infinite and incomprchenfible #.-’ 
“ tare which could-not be reprefenced to - 
éSmen, butin a way. that ‘mut be ‘an in-" 
‘€ finite difparagementto it, For whichT 
€ produced Ifaiah 40.19, 20, 21,22. To: 
“ whore will ye liken God? or what like- 
<< nef milbye compare to bia? The: work- 

wee”  & « “man 


. 
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man melteth a graven Image, and the 
©Gold{mith fpreadeth it over with gold, 
“&c, Have ye not known, have ye not. 
*C heard ?. hath it not been told you from 
“the beginning ? Have ye not underftood 
<¢ from the foundation of the earth? Iti 
sche that fitteth upon the circle ‘A the 
“earth, &c. Whence I defired to. know, 
“whether this reafon be given againft 
Heathen Idols, or thofe Images which 
“were worlhipped for Gods or no? or 
““whether by this reafon, God doth not 
‘“.declare, that all worfhip given ro him 
“by any vifible reprefentation of himis’ =| 
“extremely difhonourable to hime And 
*othis purpofe when this precept is en- 
“forced on the people of Zfrae/by avery’ | 
‘-particular caution, Take ye therefore Deut. 4. 
“¢. good heed to your felves, left ye corrupt *% °° 
“ your felves ,' and make you & graven. 
“Image, the fimilitude of any figure, &c, 
¢<the ground of that Caution is exprefled : © 
«Cin thefe words, For ye faw 20 manner 
| SS of fimilitade on the day that the Lord’ 
“bake snto you. If the whole intention 
‘Sof the Zaw had been only.to keep them. 
“from worfhipping the Heathen Idols, or — 
Images for Gods, to what purpofe is: it 
‘chere mentioned that they aw no fimi- 
<< tude of God, when he ipake = . 

— « ee « For 


ae ee ee le ee 


"For although — 
-Fot although God appeared with a fimili- 
-hade theny yet there aight have een. 
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Goi, are not difbonourable to him's and for 
that, he produces a Héerogtyphical Pitture 
-of a three corner'd light within a Cloud: T.G.p. 59 
and the name Febovah in the midft of it 
tn the Frontifpiece of 4 Book of Common 
Prayer, by Rob. Barker, 1642. from 
whence hé inferrs, that the Charch of 
England doth not look on all vifible repre: 
fentations as an infinite difparagement to 
God. As though the Charchof England — 
were concerned ‘in all the Fancies of En- 
gravers in the Frontifpieces of Books pub- 
lickly allowed: He might’ better have 
proved that we worfhip Fupiter Ammon in 
our Churches, becaufe in fome he may fee 
Mofes painted with Horns on his Forehead ; 
~ Idonot think our Charch ever determined © 
that Afofes fhould have horns; any more: 
than it, appointed fuch an Hieroglyphical — 
Reprefentation of God. Is our Charchthe 
only placein the World, where the Pain- | 
ters have loft their old priviledge, guidii- ~ 
| bet andendi? There needs no great atone-T-G. p.50 
| ment to be made between the Church of | 
' England and me in this matter : for the 
' Church of England declares in the Book of 
 Homiltes, that the Images of God the Fa- Homil.p.3 
' ther, Sonand Holy na are exprefly for. 

bidden and condemned by thefe very Scri- 
' ptares I mentioned, For how can God « : 


mop 
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moft pure Spirit, whom man never fa, 
be exprefjed by a grofs body or vifthle (imbl:- 
tude? or how can the infinite Majefty and 
Greatne[s of God incomprehenfible to mans 
mind, much more not able tobe compaffed 


_ with the fenfe, be expref[edin an Image? . 


With moré to the fame purpofe, by 
which our Church declares, as: plainly as 
poffible, thac all sages of God are a 
difparagement to the Divine Nature 3 
therefore Jet T. G. make amends to our 
Church of England for this and other af- 
fronts he hath pucupon her. Here is no- 
thing of the Teff of Reafon, or Honefty in 
all chiss sec us fee whether it lies in what 
follows. 2. He faith, That Images of 
God may be confidered two waies, either 
as made to reprefent the Divinity it felf, 
or Anslogically ; this diftin@ion I have al- 
ready fully examined, and fhewéd it to be 


meither fic for Pulpit nor Schools, and that 


‘all 


+ God albop 
~ fatry, Thisis now the fevere Teft, that 


Images of Ged are condemned by the ~ 
itene Fathers chemfelves, as difhonou-- 
letco Him. 3. He faith, That the. 
of the Law was to keep them is 
their my of giving Soveraign Worfbip to 

» oy reftraining rhem from Ide- 


my Reafos cannot ftand before. And was 
it indeed only Soversign worfbip to = 
| nat 
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that was required by che Law to. reftrain 
them from Idolegry ? Doth this, appear 


‘(to fetum hisowa words) 2 the Law it 


Self, ov in the Preface, or inthe Comupinea- 
tion againft the tranfyreffors of i¢? if in 


none of thefe places,; nor any where elfe © 


in Scripture, methinks it is fomewhat 
hard venturing upon this diftintion of So- 
veraign and inferiour worfbip, . when 
the words are fo general, Thow (halt net 
Low down to them, nor worfbip them ?: And 
if Godbe fo jealous a Godin this matter of 
worthip, he will not be put off with idle 


| diftin@ions of vainmen, that have noco- 


Jour or pretence fromthe Law: for whe- | 
ther the worhip be fapreme or inferionr, — 

it is wor(bip ; and whether ic be one or the 
other, do they not bow dows to Images? .— 


and what can be forbidden in more ex- 
prefs words than. thefe are ¢ Bat T. G. 
proves hisaffertion, 1. From the Preface 
of the Law; becaufe the Reafon there af- 
frened, is, Lamthe Lord thy God; there- 
fore Soveraign honour is only to be given: 


T. G, pba 


tome, andro none befidesme. Or, as] _ 


think, it is better exprefled inthe follow- 
ing words, Thow fbalt have no other Gods 
byt me : and who denies, or doubts of this 2 


but what is this to che Second Command- 


ment ? Yes, faith T.G. The fame reafon 


,? aan 


wai, 


ps 


£736) | 
as enforced from Geds jealoafie of his honor? 
very well, of His Soveraign Honour? but 
provided, that {upreme worfbip be re ferved 
to Him, He doth sot regard an inferionr 
worbip being given to Images: Might 
not T. G. as well have explained the Fsr/f 
Commandment after the fame manner, Thon. 
fhalt bave no other Soveraign Gods befides 
me; butinferiour'and [wbordinate Deities 
you may have, as many as you pleafe, not- 
withftanding the. Reafon of the Law ; 
which T. G. thus paraphrafes, / am the 


only -fupreme and fuper-excellent Being 


P65, 585 


above all, and over al; .to whows therefore 
Soveratyn Honour vs. only to be given, 
and to none befides me.. Very true, fay 
the. Heathen Idolaters, we yicld you every 
wordof this, and why thendo you charge 
us with Jdolatry ? Thus bythe admirable 
Tefof T. G’s reafon, the Heathen Idola- 
ters are excufed from the breach of the 
Firft Commandment ,.as well asthe Papifts 
from the breach of the Second. 2. He 
proves it from the xeceffary connexion be- 
tween the prohibition. of the Law on the 
one fide, andthe fupreme excellency of the 
Divine Nature on the other, For p he the 
fupreme excelency of God, it neceffarily 
follows that Sover sign. worfbip ts due only to 
-it, and not to be given to any other Imageor | 


thing: 
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thing but if we confide? Him as invifts 


ble only andirreprefentable, it doth not fol+ 
low on that account precifely, that sove- 


vaign worfbip or indeed any worfbip atallis 


due untoit, Whichis juft like this man- 
ner of Reafoning, The fapreme Autho- 
rity of a Husband, isthe Reafon why the 
wife is to obey him; bucif the confider- 


her Husband, as his name is Fohn or Tho». 


mas, or aS he hath fuch feztures in his 
faces; it doth not follow onthat account 
precifely , chat fhe is bound to obey him 
and noneelfe for her Husband. And what 
of allthis, forthe love of School Divini- 


ty? May not the reafon of obedience bé 


taken from one particular ching in 4 Per- 
fon; and yet there bea general obligation 
of obedience to that. Perfon, and to-sone 
elfe befides bim? A'though the featares 


of ‘his countenance be no Resfon of obedi. 
ence, yet they may ferve todifcriminate 
bim from any other Perfo, whom fheis - - 
not to.love and obey. And incafe, he — 


forbids her familiaticy with one of his 


fervants , becaufe this would bea great — 


difparagement tohim; doth it follow chae 


becaufe his Swperiortty is the gereral Rea-, - 
fon Of obedience, he may not give a partia’ 
cular Reafon for a fpecial Command? This - 


is the cafehere. Gods Supreme Excellen- 


,  €y is granted to be the general Reafin of 
| | Bobb obes 
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obedience to all: Gods Commands., bat in 
cate he gives fome particular précept,as not 
t0 wor/bip any Image, may not heafligna 

| Reafon proper to it’ And what can be a 
more proper reafon againft making or wor 
fhipping any reprefentation of Ged, chap 
cofay, He cannot be reprefented ? Ateer 
invifsbility L grant isino general reafon of 
obedience, but invifibility may be avery 
proper reafon for not peézting what is én- 
uifible, There ts no worfbip due to a fonna, 
becaufe it cannot be -seig ; but icis che 
moft proper reafon why a fousd cannot be 
painted, becaufe it isnot viftble, Andif 
God himfelf gives this reafon, why they 
‘fhould make no graven Image Gecaufe shey 
faw no fimilitude on that day, &c. is it not 
-‘mddnefs and: folly in men to fay, this is 
| / , NO Reafon ? Bur T. G. ftill cakes it for 
m G.p. bre granted, That all that ws meant by thes 
Commandment, 18 that Soveraign worfbip 
as not tobe given to Graven Images or fi- 
militudes ; and of the Soversign werfbip, 
he faith, Gods excelency precfely 9s the 
formal and immediate Reafon why it i 
to be gives to none buthim. Batwe are 
not fuch Sots (fay the Heathen Idolaters 
again) (0 give Soveraigs worfbip to out 
Imazes of Mercury, or Apollo, 8c. there- 
‘fore the Renfox of your Command doth not 
reactius s but we may worfhip ou Dosages, 
| | | as 
% 


as well asyoudo yours. 3. Heprovesit; 
ad hominem, thus, J SrAant that wo perfect 


Image of God tan be made, andthat God — 


need not by a Law forbid an impalfsbte 
thing ; but from the Divine Nature} be- 
ing invifible it only follows that men onght 
mot to prefamse to make any image, or like~ 


neft toveprefent % as it 5 i,8.-a perfed 


Image ; and the Law in vertae of it muff. 
be to forlid making any {uch Image ; there= 
| fore according to my felf, the irreprefers 
tablene{s of the Divine Nature as pre- 
cifely confidered, cannot be affigned for the 
| proper canfe or reafon of this Law, , Vee 
ry fubtilly argued! Whatlfaid, could not 


be the fenfe of the Law, lie takes to be 


the ferfe of st, and from thente argues 
—again{t the Redfon I had given: which ig 


-as_if I fhould fay to hims 7. G. denies; 


That this Commandment doth contain enj 
prohibition of the worfbip of God by an 


Image 3 but the Law mutt be underftood — 


to forbid werfbippiny God by ah Imige § 
thérefore according to T. G. the Law doth 


forbid worfbipping God by an Image. Calf 
you this sisalmg éd hominem‘ One would | 


think ic were to a srcatare. of a lower 


rank. He faith, J deny that the Law for 


bids making an impoffible thing, i.c.. 4 per- 
fest triage of Gods he aflerts, That the 
| Bobet Lav 


i 
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Law muft be underftood to forbid the 
making of “any fuch' Image ; and from: - 
hence he infers, that according to my feffy 
that cannot be the resfon of the Law which — 
I afigned; becaufle from that reafoathat — 
only follows to be forbidden by the Law, 
which I faid could not be the thing for did- 
den bythe Law: and he faith, mu/t be on- 
ly forbidden by it. BeforeT.G. had gone 
about tc prove any thing from hence againit 
my felf, he ought to have fhewed, 1. That 
Gods irreprefencable Nature doth only 
_ hold againft making tmspofsbilities, thatis, 
perfect Images of God, 2%. That chis mutt 
be the meaning of the Second Command- 
ment, whichhe faith, /demied. 3. That 
when I denied, and he barely affirmed ir, 
he can argue 44 hominem from my denial 
and his affirmation of the fame thing, 
againtt the Reafox alledged by me, viz. I 
affigned from Scripture, that no Jmaye is 
tobe made of God becaufe He is Jxftzite 
and Javifible ; now faith T.G. J will prove . 
from your own words, this cannot be the 
Reafon of this Law, How fo? You fay, 
that the Law doth not forbid making a per- 
fect Image of God, for that is impoffble. 
And whac chen @’ doth it hence follow, 
that the Law doth not forbid making a 
poffible Image of God. ? Hold, faith T. 7 


ns ©. > ae | 
Gods infinite Nature doth only holdavainfR - 
a perfect Image, and this miff be the 
meaning of the Commandment ; which I 
utterly denied. _ And fo if 7.G. will ar- 
gue ex conceffis, it mutt proceed thus, : I 
deny chat the Law doth ‘forbidanimpof- . 
fible Image of God, or that Godsinfinite 
Nature doth only hold againft fuch 
Images ; and therefore eccording to my 
felf, this infinite Nature of God cannot 
bé ‘the reafon why Images are forbidden in 
the Second Commandment, Can any mania 
the earth difcern the confequence of this ¢ 
When I fay theLaw is made againtt poffble 
Images, and thatthe Wature of God is re- 
prefented fo perfect to deter men from 
making the moft imperfect Jmsages of God, 
becaule they are adifparagement to Him ; 
doth it follow from my words that this. 
 Reafon cannot hold againft che making of 
 Insages ? 7 | , 

T.G. having given us fuch a Te/ of his. 
Reafoz ; 1 now follow him tothedster- _ 
pretation hegives of the places of Scrip- 
ture produced by me. Tothe Firft, Ifa. . 
40.18. To whom will ye liken God? Or. 
what likene[s will ye compare unto Him ? T.G.p.6y 
He Anfwers, That there is 4 likenefs of = 
reprefentation and a likene{s of Comspart- 
fon; if the words be underftood of the — 
oe Bb 3 fore 
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ymer, thenhelaish, it only faloms thas 
‘ach 4, likene{s isnot to be made. Which 


4s all that [ defire. Bub again heis.as it, 


Fhat I deny the probibitton hereof to be any 
part of the Law: ts it poffible for T. G, 
to fay this, when my.defign is to A spite the 
contrary ¢ ‘but By Likenefs T.G. under- 
ftands «perfect reprefentesion ; why doth 
he noc tay then, ‘by. dikene/s. is underftood 
femene{s? whichis not reprefemtatgon, but 


| the #hing it felf. All reprefentation by the 
_ artof man mutt fall very much fhort of che 


perfection of the meaneft animal ; and no 
Image can reprefent a thing a i #, but 4 
if appears, oot in regard of its inzifible 
nature, but of its outward lineaments , ci- 
ther therefore T.G.mutt deny-any /tkene/s. 


of reprefentation, or he-mutt yield that to 


ca bkene [s of reprefextation in an dmage. 
of God whichdoth not perfedtly reprejenr 
him. For if it had the Perfection of God, 
itwouldbe God. Jf:the. words be wnder- 
flood of a likenefs of comparifen, then the. 
meaning, he faith, , that. mond of the 


“Idols of the Heathens ave.to be compared te 


Him ‘in wi{dom ,' Greatnc{s, ox Power. 
But methinks if not the, Hebrew words , 


nor the Chaldee Parapbraft, northe LXX. 
. hor other verfions, ‘could: prevail wich 
BG, yee the Vulgar Latine thould have 


- had 
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had Authority ¢nough to let him know, 


that the(e, words are not, {poken of Hea- 


then Idols, but of an Image of Ged, Cap 


ergo fimsslem. facilis Deyup ? aut quan 
Imagine panetis ci ? : which furely ought 
go fignifie aygre with-him, than meerly. che 


Contents of the Chaptersda with.us.. 22 


. 


To Dent, 4. 15 heanfwers,, That de 


facto wo manner of fimiligude was fecnag . 


| the giving of -the Law» by the poplars 


ae ee, 


ieee coe 


that aftermpards they maghe not bake occafieg 


to conceive it tohave beem 4 proper repre: 


fentarion of the Divinity, and focuterteix 
an erroneous concept of God, And doch 


T.G.think; :there.was.aocas much danger | 


of difboneuring God by .moxpbipping -any 


fuch reprefentation of | God, as by COLL S 


taining an erroneous conceitef God in their 
minds? Bat why mult chs be.unde: ftood 
onlyof a proper reprefentation, whenthe¢ 
words atc, ao manner of fimilituds 5: ip 


phere no manner of fimilitude, byt-a pray 


per reprefeptation ? and yet after all this, 


the Awages of God allowed and wor{bipped.in 
the Roman Chugch ace as much in danger of 
making,men cstersain erroneous comceits of 
God, as any {imilitede.of thattime.; and 
therefore as. much againft the Reefon of this 
Commandment, But T.qG. very modeft, 
ly denies, shefe words to contain s Reafon 


pe va 


Bbb 4 of 
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of ‘this Commandment (although they bes 


Therefore take beed left ye corrupt your 


elves and make a graven Image, &C.:) but 
the matter “of fi twas made. afe of by 
bim'.as.a motive'to induce the ‘People to 


the obfervante of ‘the: Law in a Sermon 


be makes, Deut.4. to: re them to that 
duty. Vfee T.G.is refolvedto make juft 
fuch another Fe/# of Scripture as he did of 


‘Reafon ; Could it ever ‘enter into a mans 


head waking,’ that thefe words are a ge- 
yeral reafox of the whole Eaw, and nota 
‘particular Reafon of that Command which 
jtimediately ‘follows it, and by the very 
‘Wrds relacesto it? Ye fawno'fimilitude, 
therefore make xo fimilitude 3 ‘thisis pro- 
per, and natural, and eaffe toall capaci- 
gies: but ye faw' no fimilitude , therefore 
obey my Laws Hold there, faith 7: G. 
him felf ¢ if hebenoe in adream and hath 
forgotten himfelf } to be fupremely excel- 
lent is the proper reafon of Obedience , 
and not the feetng no fimilitudes, there- 
fore this ts no proper Motive to obedience , 
whatever the Contents of Chapters or tops 
of the Pages of our Bébles fay, which are 
the pitiful refuges 7. G, betakes himfelf 


_ §0, to-efcape down-right finking. Bue 
fome mep would rather give all for loft, 


| - chan 
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than ‘think to fave themfelves by -fach ‘a. 
mieandefence. 88 0 
Well’; but 7. G.-hath fomething’ yee 

-tofay-; which is, That fuppofing all this 

‘tobe true which Ihave fatd, as to the Rea- 
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‘Yom of the Law, yet this doth not ‘reach 


bome'tothem ; for it doth not follow from 
hence, that Chrift according to. his humea- 
nity cannot-be reprefented but with creat 
difpar agement to him: or that to put of 
onr' bats when we bebold the figure of bis 
fecred body with intent to worfbip bin, 
‘mst. be extremely: difbonourable to him. 
‘Thic argument therefore doth not concern 
Catholicks in making the Image of Chrift 
‘and his Saints with vefpect to their hoor. 
Fhisis the laft effort of T. G, on this argu- 
/ ment; and as weak as any of thereft: For, 


1, it isa falfe and moft difingennbusrepre- 
fentation of their praéfifes, as may appear 


‘to any one that will but look back, on 
what I have {aid upon that Subject. : One 
would think, by 7. G’s. words, they had 
never-ufed or allowed, or worfhipped any 
Images of God or the Trinity in the Church 


Of Rome; which he knows to be other- 
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_ Wife; andI have abundantly provedical-. _ 


ready. 2. The force of the fecond Com- 
‘mand, extending to Chriftians, dothequal- 
dy holdagainft the worfbip of chréft by an 


— «dmage, 


A mHS) | 
Dmage, 4s. it did ender the Law agginft 


- werfbipping God by an Image, For, if che 


Law be perpecual, asthe Chrifian Clperch 
alwaics. believed, apd Chu? be only. the 
abje& Of worfbip as. He is Ged, we areas 
‘much forbidden .t9 wer/big, chrift: by. an 
spoage, asthe Jews were to-morflip, God by 
one. : Ido. not fayy:.. there i¢ as great an 
-incengruity in representing the. hexane wa- 


pore of “.Chraft, asthere was inseprefennang 


the: infinite aature..af Gods bot I fay, 
there is as.great ansatoagraty Qillinfup- 
pofing an Image, of whatigever it be,. can 
be- the proper object. of divine weonfbrp. 
For the humanity of -Chréf is only. capable 
of receiving adoration: from: us, as it 4s 


_ hypoRaticallyuniredta che divine ngture ; 


BR Evang. 


and $j: ,4ufin faith ,. Being confidered as 


| feeund Fob. feparated: from th, % ao more to be wor- 


Sam 58. 


foipped shan the Robe ox Dindems of a.Pringe 
st it. lies ‘ow the Ground ; de if the 
hamane nature of Chriftbe not, whar.then 
is the.Jnage of #A. What saion isthere 
between. the Divine Nature and. a Crucé- 
fo? Allthat canbefaidis, shat smaginva- 
tion {upplies the auzton, and Chraft us. fup- 


poled. to be prefent byreprefestation ; but 


this overthrows.all meafures and bounds of 
werfbsp, and makes it lawful co sporfhip 


| any Creature, withveprit to Gods. it Con- 


~ 3 | tra 
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tradi&ts the argument of S, Pasal, For then 


God may be woxfbipped with the work of 
ERS. hands ; itis contrary to the fen fe and 


practice of the Primitive Charch which in-- 


terpreted this Commandment, to hald 


againft all Images fez up for worfbip, as well 


thofe proper to Chriftians, as others among : 


Fews or-Gentiles, 
3. The laf 


| the jenje of the Law, was from the Fadge- 
| gent of the Law-giver : which was fully 


, way I propofedto find out 


d. noe 


manifefted in the cafe of the’ Golden Calf, 


andthe two Calves of Feraboam. Thishe 


calls a folid principle indeed 'to work up-7.6.p.153 


can fall into che way of Priaciples, and 
more glad chat Geds judgement recorded in 
Scripture is acknowledged for fuch a Prin- 
ciple: but after all, he calls this seer 


' “ows; Tam glad co.fee chat we Proteftanes . 


fe 1560. 


imagination; and ic muft undergo the Teft 


of his Reafon. The force of my argu- 


ment, ashe laiesicdown, is.this, “* Thae. 


“(the Z/raclites were condemned by God of 


© Molatry, for worthipping the. Golden 


“Calf, and yet they did not fallinto the 
“6 Heathew Idslatry by fodoing, butonly 
«° worlhipped the true God-under that Sym- 
“bol of His prefence. To this 7.G. op- 
poles his Opinion, That she. sfraclites 


ps 1S 


herein 
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herein fell back to the Egyptian. Idolatry, — 
Here then is the fate oF te Dake be- 
‘tweenus; to-refolve which, ‘and to bring 
ic home to our bufinefs, I fhall propofe — 

thefe twothings. 1. Whether the Ifrae- 
lites did in -worfhipping the-golden Calf, 
fall. back cto the . Egyptian: Idolatry ?. 
2. Whether ic be fufficient to T. G’s pur- 
pofe to prove that they didfo? forin cafe 
‘the Egyptians them({elves did _worfhip the 
true Godunder Symbols, T.G. falls thore 
of his defign, if he could prove that che 
Ifraelites. did relapfeto the Egyptian Ido- 
 fatry: for it would then appear however 
‘sa: > 0 be Zdolatry to. worfhip the True God by 
: anImage, 1.1 {hallexamine the evidence | 
on both fides, whether the Ifraclites did 
fall back to the Egyptian Idolatry? I offered: 
feveral reafons to prove that the Z/raedites 
_ ;  hadno intention to quit the worfhip of that 
God, who had fo lately given them the 
Law on Mount Sixai. 1. From the oceaf- 
92 of this Idolatry, which was not any pre- 
tence of szfidelity as to the true God ; or 
_ thae they had now better reafons given 
them for the worfhip of other Gods befides 
him but all thac they fay is, that Azofes 
had been fo long abfent, that they defired 
| | Aaron to make them Gods: to go before: 
.: -them. To this F.G. anfwers, that the 
: » a very 
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very text I mention fbews their infidelity, 
viz. in their defpair Bison returning. 
But if their éafdelity had been with are- 

fpect to God, ic had been far more perti- 
| ment to have faid, Up make us Gods to go 
before us; for as for this God who gave ws 
the Law, weknow not what is become of 
him ; but they only fpeak of azofes and 
— not of God, and the réafon was, becaule 
immediately before Adofes his going up 
into the Afouat, the Jaft promife God 
made to the People was of an’ An- Exod. 23, 
gel going before them; and they under- °° ** 
 ftood thatthere wasto be an extraordinary 
Symbol of his Prefence among them; buc 
~ what it was they could not tell; and a“- 

fes being folong abfent, as the text faith, : 
they grew impatient of having this Sy- Exod. 32. 
bol, and fo put Aaron upon making the *" 
goldenCalf. T.G. faith, they had forgot-T.G-p.150. 
ten this promife, or thought that God was 
not able to performit: for which he hath 
not thé leaft colour from Scripture or Rea-_ 
fon; as will appear by the fallowiing ar- 
ticulats. 2, From the intolerable foll 
of defiring 4470n to make that God, whic 
_ Before he was made delivered them out of 
' the Land of ~Aigypt. _ Forfo the People nenem.9; 
; fay, This isthy God, or thefe are thy Gods, 18. 7 
which brought thee ont of the Land of ®***- e 
_— | Aigypt, 


(750) | | 
eAigypt. Is it poffible tofuppole pedple 
fo extreamly ftupid to imagine a God juit 
then made, fhould before it was made; 
deliver them out of Aigypt ? Buc T.G. is 
anotable man, and hath made a rare dif- 
covery, viz. thet Calvin [aid fome fach 


thing before mes Uchank him for the dif 


covery, for I do affure him it was more 
than [ had ever readin Calvia 3 but 
T.G. hatha great mind to make Calvin 
my Mafter in every thing, 1 thould not 


_ be afhamed to learn from a man of fo great 
abilities ; trac it falls out unhappily, chae 


I do aot find one thing he charges me wich 
following Calvi in, but ic is from him 


~. thacI learn what Calvin. faid. Andif he- 
had pleafed be might have quoted an As- 


15D 94: 


T.Gp.15$. 


° 
lem cee 

| nd ” 
“x 


1p 


-. t. thor of theit own for thefe words, segue 
Bhrin Ad 


enim tam finpidi erant, faith Ferse, quod. 
crederent Aaron poffe fucere Deum; they 
were not fo ftupid ta believe that Aaron. 
could maké @ God; and therefore he faith, 
hoe honeftly, that the Ifraelites worfbip- 
ped the Trne God, by the Calf. But {up: 
ofe Calviy did fay chis, is there ever the. 
efs reafon in the faying ? But we can 
imagine at fottifh things of them, vit. that 


they terminate their warfbip on the Images, 
"although they deny iny Divinity to be in 
2 ks .theni 2 -ks it indeed (0 fois 2 thing to 
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‘herminate, their worlbip om the Immpes.? 


what becomes then: of all their Divines 


who plead - for it,.and fay that by the De- 
creés of their Commctls, wor/bip.ought co be 


terminated on.the Jwages themfelves? as 
T, G. itmay {ee\in the precedent. Chapter, - 


But the Scripture,.T.. G, faith, reprefents 
we Lfractites as 4 pésple void of meder- 
fianding ; and they were without learning, 


p. rs. 


and opprefjed for four bundred years toge. 


ther, by the moft Idolatrons Nation in the 
World ; and ferved their Gods, Ezek.20.8, 
I grane the Scripture gives that fevere cha- 
racter of them, burit was becas{e they did 


not confider the confeysence of their difebe- 


diexce $ as appears. by the next verfe 
Dent. 32. 29. . Muft we becaufe of this 


imagine them to be fych Fools amd sors, 


that no Jdolaters in the world can be pa- 
rallel’d with them ; wz. to make a God 


which did mighty things for them, before _ 


it was made ? Therefore the meaning of 
making aGod canbe nothing elfe, buc ma- 


king a Symsbol -or reprefentation Of God 3 


and the Queftion then :is, whether ic were 
the repre(entation of an <Aigyprian. Idol, 
or the God of Zfrael? That ic was not the 


. 


former I proved————-__ 3. From the 
way Of worfbip ufed by the J/raciites, 


| which ‘wes an abomination te the hip ypti~ 
| | _ aty 


« 
. 
4 
ry 
2 
2 


4 
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Exod. 2 


rt! is ae 
ans; Exod, 8.46. Fo this -T. G.-returng. 
not the leaft word of: Aafwer's but‘ he 
fall not efcape fo, for from hencé-I thall 
take ic. appear beyond contradiction, thac: 
it was noc Aigyptian Idolatry, which the. 
Hraélites fell into, fot which we muft con- 


“<2 fider the. fecrifices that were offeredto thé 
— goldenCalf; And thay vofe up early on the. 


morrow, and offer’d burnt-offerings, and 


6. brought peace-offertngs, andthe people [ate 


down to eat and to drink, and rofe up te 
play. &. Stephen faith, And they made « 
Calf in thofe dayes, and offered facrifice 
anto the Idol,and rejoyced in the works of 
their own bands. - Now the barnteoffers 
ings and peace-offerings, are exprefled, 


_Exod.20.24, to be their Oxen and their 


4s 


Wa 


Sheep: and immediately before 2Zofes his: 
going up into the Afownt. it is faid, that 
they offered burnt-offerings, and facrificed: 


+ peace-offerings of Oxen unto the Lord: 


where the very fame wordsny and crow 
are ufed, and the LXX. there render the 
word we tranflate exes moots, and the 
vale. Lat. Vitwlos, the fame word which 
is uled ‘for the Golden Calf. Now I fhall: 
fhew that nothing could be more repug- 
nant tO the cAtgyptran Idolatry, chan fuch- 
facrifices as thefe.. For which’ we have: ' 
this confiderable Teftimony of Horses in: 
tae a MAb 


4 


Bee, a ‘ee 


Macrobins, Nunquam fas fuit Aigyptiis Mactos.., 
: . = . ; y Saturn. le 
pecudibus aut famguine, fed precibus Gy , 4. 
ture (ole placare Deos, Lt was neverlaw- — 
ful for the -Algyptians to [acrifice with 

Cattel and. blood, but only with prayers and 
éncenfe:, and from thence he proves that cuperé’ ,., 
the worfbip of Sacutn aad Serapis were Harpocrat. — 
but lately received among the Egyptians,” '° - 
tn the time of the Prolemies; and after 
they were received, their Temples were 
without the Cities, that they might wot be 
polluted. with blood within the Cities. And 
every one knows, thatthe Fea/ts were up- 
ontheir facréfices ; but che Satyrif (aysof 


the Egyptians ; 


_ Lanatis animalibus abftinet omnis Juv. Sa 
x ; e s ala aes , tyr. 1 Ue 
Menfa; nefas illic fotwm jugulare ca- ye 15s Ue 
pella. ‘ oe 


Axaxandrides in Atheneus; faith, that a Athe.t4 
— Greek could have no. comverfation with 

an Egyptian ; .becaufe the. one wor- 
{hipped an O& which the other [acrificed:.. -. 
and Herodotss faith, that the Eyyptians Herod.l.2}_ 
world not touch fo much as the knife, or°*™ 
fpét, or pot which the Greeks had ufed ; fo — 
great an avérfion had they from thofe who 
either eator facrifised thé Creatures they. 
worfbipped. - Herodotus indeed faith, that 
- Cec the 
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oS 1.2. the Thebans abftained from {beep, and of- 
fered Goats ; the Mendeftans on the con- 
trary abftained from Goats ‘and offered 
Sheep; butthis was onthe account of the 
' particular Red/égion of thoie two Provinces ; 
: ( for chey differed very much among them- 
felves as to particular animals>) but all 
the Ezyptians agreed, as Herodotus there 
faith, 7 the worfbip of Ofiris and Ifis. 
Now Diodorus Siculws affirms that Apés 
and Afmens the Bulls of. Heliopoles and 
Plut.de Afemphis were facred to Ofuis; Plutarch 
eal Pe faith, that the Ox was the Image of Ofi- 
iss and Strabo that Apis was the fame 
Misha with Oliris ; and Afela, that Apis was 
the Deity of all the Eyyptians. Strabo 
i7. : gives the moft particular account cf the 
Egyptian worfbip, and what creatures 
were worfhipped in the feveral Provinces ; 
but, he faith, there were three univer- 
[ally worlbipped, whereof the firft-w, the 
Ox; and it was an univerfal practice not 
to touch or -hurtthole creatures that were 
facred among them; as the Oxen were 
guite through Egypt; from whence Adofes 
peote, “fired to go ivto the Wilderneff to facré- 
28, fice, for we fball {acrifice the abomination 
of the Egyptians tothe:Lord onr God, Lo, 
jiall we facrifice the abomination of the 
Beyptians. before their eyes, and will they 
nob 


oe 


Diod. Sic. 
166.13. 
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not flone us ? i.e. faith the. Targum of 
| Onkelos, becanfe the Egyptians worfbip 
Oxen. Becaufe Lambs are the Idols of the 
Egyptians, faith Fonathan. if we kill; 
faith S, Hierowe, the things which they 
worfbip. E leave it now td the’ confidera~ 
tion of any man, whether thé 7/raesites’. 
uling their ‘accuftomed burnt-offerings and 
facrifices, and ‘Feaftings upon them, as 
_ they didin rig 4 of the golden Calf, 
can be fuppofed to have returned to the 
Egyptian Idolatry, = 
4. I urged this, as an argumente that 
the J/raélites intendedto worfhip thetrae 
God, because ‘Aaron proclaimed a Feaft, Exod. 323 
| pivd-to Fehovab, And’ however the a 
People were. void of underftanding, I {up 
pole Asran ‘being High:Prieff, and Head 
of the Cherch.at chat time, was not fo bes 
reft of common feiife, as'to give the in- 
communicable ame of Fehovab to a Calf 
of hisown making. All that Tc. faich 
to this, is, ‘thar ‘haton perhaps and [ome 1:G-p-459) 
of the wifer men among them might not be 
fo fottilb, as to’ fuppofe ‘the Calf he made 
to be the God that delivered them ont v4 
Egypt, yet ét 1 certain they were fo weak, 
aé.to concur? with the people in the ex- 
ternal eg tied their Idolatry. Butthis 
is not the force of my afgument, which 
Soe Cees lies 


* 


@? 


edit, O MTOOU. -5 | 

liesin this, that Aaron (aid; it was « Feaft 
to Fehovah, when they were to facrifice to - 
the goldex Calf’; either therefore he mutt | 
fuppofe that worfhip was intended for the _ 
honour of the Trae God; or he muft give | 
the name, of Febovab to the Calf; which © 
_ would fhew him to havé been moxe fot- | 
tifo chan the People, for they only called | 
’ the calf by the name of Elohim, but he — 
gives the name of Fehouah to ic, which . 
was that peculiar name God was knownby _ 
to the people of Z/rael upon the accomphith- 
ment of his promife in bringing then) duc 
Exod. 6. of Egypt. appeared wate Abraham, and 
3+ po Ifaac, and to Jacob by the-xame of God 
Almighty, but by my name febivah was i’ 
not -known unto them: wherefore fay unto 
the Children‘of Urael, Lam Fohouab, and . 
I will bring you out from under the burdens © 
cof the Egyptians, &c. . Therefore whea 
the people fay, The ts the. God. that brought ° 
x as out of the Land of Egypt, Aaron pre- | 
fently proclaims 2 Fea/t to. Fehovab, i.e. 
to the God that. brought them owe of the 

Land of Egypt.. And ‘when afcerwards 

the Ark (which was the Symbol God him- 

{elf appointed of, hisiprefence among them) 

was removed, - upon their travelling from 


ae | a . 


- = - 


Numb.te. the Mount of the Lord, \adofes Taid, Rife 
353% wp Febovah; ‘and whenit'relted, Return O 
_ | Fehovah 


(757) | 
Jehovah unto the many thoufands of Vrael. 
_ Thus the name of Fehovah was’ ufed by 
 Mofes himfelf upon occafioni’ pf. the ap- 
pointed symbol of Gods prefente ; but 
when Aaron proclaimed a Fea/t to Feho- 
vah upon making the golden Calf, Moles | 
calls it a Golden God, becaule God faith, Exod. 32. 
they had made a molten Calf, and worlbip- a 6. 
— peditiand facrificed thereunto, and fatd, __.. 
This is thy God which brought thee out of 
the Land of Egypt. Which therefore by © 
_S. Stephen is called an Idol. 5. The ex: Aa. 7.41. 
prefling it to be the God that bronght them 
out of the Land of Egypt, doth imply, thae 
_ they did not intend one of the Egyptian 
Gods. For what reafon could they have 
to think that one of the Gods of Egype 
fhould deliver them out of the Ezyptian 
_ bondage ; and while their own worthip- 
pers were forfaken by them, to preferve 
_ thofe who were fo great enemies tothem ? 
And how could they rhink the Gods of 
Egypt had wrought all the miracles for - 
them which were feen in- that delive- 
tance ¢ And how unlikely was ic they 
—fhould forfake the God of Z/rae/ and return 
tothe Egyptian Gods ; whea they make ufe 
here of the very Preface of the Law, 
which God had fo lately given them on 
| Mount Sinai: viz. I am. the God that 
2 oe Ccc3 © brought 
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brought thee out of the Land of Egypt, 
To this T.G, returns no manner of An- 
_f{wer. -6. Whenthe Z/raelites revolted to 
the /dolatry of their Neighbours, the Scri- 
ptare punctually fets down the names of 
- the Jdols they worfhipped, as Baal Peor, 
Moloch, Remphan ; buthere is nothing of 
that nature mentioned. . To this. 7.G. 
7.G.p.162, an(wers, What then? Is it the Idols having 
a name, that makes the worlbippers Heathen 
Idolaters ? If they concetved or believed 
the Calf to be a God, were they not as much 
Heathen Idolaters for worfbipping it with- 
out a name, as the Egyptians for worfbip- 
ping it under the name of Apis? But T.G. 
cunningly diffembles the force of the argu- 
ment, which was not from their wor/bip- 
ping it without a Name, but from the 
Scriptures not expreffing ic, which ic doth 
pil. de upon other occafions: and Bellarmin him- 
1g elf tells us, from Abulenfis, Cajetan and 
"others, that the Ifvaclites had two forts of 
Idols, one without a certain name, as the 
Idol of Micha, Judges17. and it may be, 
the golden Calf which Aaron made, and 
Jeroboam renewed, for the Scripture doth 
_ not call it Moloch or Baal, ee. The other 
bad acertain name, as Baal, Moloch, Ath- 
taroth, Chamos, Therefore fay they not 
gmprobably (mark that) that st say be 
en nn allowed 
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allowed of the firft fort, that the Fews did 
worfbip the True God in the Idol, Then 
an Image of the true God may be an Jdo/, 
and thote Jdolaters, who worfhip fach an 
Image. But they erred moft grievonfly, 
faith Bellarmin, in three things: 1, That 
they facrificed to the Idol, i.e, gave divine 
worfhip toic. 2. That they believed the 
Divinity to be in it: how doth that ap- 
pear’ no more furely, than thofe who be. 
lieve Images to peak and to work mira- 
cles. 3. That they thought God to be cor- 
poreal and like the Idol, i.e. the Lfraelites 


thought the great Fehovah to be juft of | 


the fafbion of the Ca/f. What prodigi- 
ous Fools muft fome men make the J/rae- 
lites, that they may not appear as great 
Idolaters themfelves? 7. 1 argued from 


S. Stephens words, And they made a Calf rnasy 


in thofe dayes and offered facrifice to the 
Idol: then God turned and gave them up 
to worfbip the Hoft of heaven ; whereby, 
I {aid ic was obfervable, that the Zdslatry 
of the Calf was diftiné& from the other 
Heathen Idolatry, this being a panifbment 


of the other. To this 7.G. faith no- 
_— and yet icisa thing which deferves _ 
ideration, that chat which the Fathers 


con 
accounted the moft juftifiable Idolatry of 


the Heathens, viz. the worfbipping the Hoft 
— Cec4 Of 
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of Heaven, is looked uponas the judge-. 


ment following the worfbip of the Golden 


Clem. Alix. Calf, So Clemens Alexandrinus, and Ort- 


Sir. *" “* gen pleadfor this fo much in comparifon 


‘origce. with other Heathen Idolatries,as hardly to 
Caf ls chink it'a faulein thems; and it is farther 


oes _ obfervable chat in no kind of Idolatry , 
which ‘the Z/raedtes ever fell into, fave 
only that of Ferobcoam, which was of the 

{ame nature with this, that expreffion was 
ever ufed, The fe are thy Gods which brought 


thée up out of the Land of Egypt ; which. 


fhews thar this wor/bip hada peculiar re- 
{pe to that Ged who brought them in fo 
remarkable a manner out of the bondage 
‘they were under there, Thefe are ¢ 
Reafons which I have to prove, that the 
Ifraelites did intend to worfhip the Tr#e 
God by the Golden Calf: and we have feen 
What weak anfwers 7. G. gives tofome of 
them, and none atall co ie, ay oS 


Q. 14. I muft now attend tothe Reafons he gives 
™ t.. tothe contrary,’ and thofe are either from 
| Scripture or Fathers. 1, From’ Scrip- 
T-Gp.13s. ture, where'they are charged with for- 
"faking God, Deut, 32. 15,16, 17,18. 
As thongh the Zfrae/stes committed no Jdo- 
Jatry in the Wildernefs but that of the 
Golden Calf :° whereas it is well known 

: Weta, ee Me oe ca ce as i that 
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— that they worthip d Baal Poor, Noloch, 


and Remphans ot which a blacker cha-. 


~ racter is. givencthan of the other. Bar the 


Pfalmift fasth, that in worfbipping the 


Calf, they did forget God, Pfal. 106.19, 


20, 21. And was. not chat forgetting the 
God that appeared with fuch a terrible 
Maye fly on Mount Sinai, to tures His glory 
isto the fimilitude of an Ox that eateth 
graff ? Butinthe expréffions of Scripture 


to forget God is todifobey Him ; Beware Deu. 8. 
that thou forget not the Lord thy Gody in oe 


not keeping His Commandments, and His 
Judgements, and His Statutes which I com- 
mand thee the day. And was not this 
forgetting God in this fenfe, fo openly to 
break one of the Laws he had {0 lately 


4 


given them’ That which feems tocome 


heareft the matter is, the expreffion of 
S. Stephen, That our Fathers would not 
obey, but thrujt Him from them ( that US, 
the true God, faith T. G, whereas the 
words are plainly meant of Mofes) and . 
in their hearts turned back Again into , 
Egypt, faying, Make us Gods to go before so 
us; which relates not tothe object but to | 
the manner of worfbip by fuch-a Symbol 

of worfbip as was in greateft veneration 
among all the Egyptians. Thisistheforce 
of all chat he brings out of the Scripture, — 
er Cer ae ee eo a, From 
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2. From them he betakes himfelf to the 
Fathers: and he quotes two paffages of 
S. Athanafius, and S. Hierome,; and a 
doubtful place of S. Chryfoftomto his pur- 
pofe. “This is the firft time Ihave found ~ 


-T. G. citing the Fathers truly and perti- 


nently ; andit were too hard dealing with 
him, not to allow him thefe Teftimonies; 
efpecially about the expofition of a place 
of Scripture ; wherein their belt Commen- 


"- © gators take fo much liberty of receding 


‘De mirab, 
S. Script. 
l. fi ¢. 19. 


from them, when they apprehend the 
{co-e and circumftances of the place do en- 
force another fenfe ; as I have already 
fhewed at large concerning this. Andto 
thefe Fathers, I thall oppofe the Teffémo- 
ay of others, who make the Egyptian Ox 
to be only a Symbolical reprefentation of 
the Patriarch Fofeph, and fay that on this 
account the J/raelites made choice of the 

Golden Calf ; {othe Author of the Book De — 
Mirabilibus S,. Script. in S. Anguftins 
Works, (as good an Author as the Homsi- 
lift de Penit. whom he quotes under 
S. chryf.name ) faith, That the Egypti- 


ans fet up the Image of an Ox by the Se- 


pulchre of Joleph ; and for thu canfe the 
Ifraelites made choice of that fimilitude, 
when they made an hol in the wilderne[s. 
Fulius Firmicus Maternus{aith, That the 

eS Neocori 
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Neocori did preferve in Egypt the Image 
of Jofeph, by which he underftands pss, 
or the Sacred Bulls s the fame is affirmed 
by Rofinus and’ Swidas. From whence it 
_ follows, that this being looked on asthe 
Symbol taken up in Egypt in remembrance 
of the fervice of Fofeph, it was very un- 


De ervore 
profan, 
Relig.pr8. — 
Rufin. bift. 
Eccl. l. 2. 

Ce 23. 
Suidete 
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likely, that the Z/raelites fhouldlookon °° 


‘the Zmage it felf as fo powerful athing, as 
the Teftimonies of Athanafins and S. Chry- 
_Softom imply ; to be able even before it was 
made,to deliver them out of Egypt : which 
is: fuch a horrible contradi@tion, that we 


+. had need to have better Teftimonies than 


thofe, to make uschinkthe J/raeHtes fuch |. 


Sots to believe it. But if it were only 
— looked on as a- Symbol of Gods prefence, 
this givesa probable account why the Z/r- 
. elites fhould’ make choice of this, before 
any other of the Egyptians Images, be- 
caufe by it, the Kixdnefs of Fofeph (who 
by Adofes is compared to a young Ox) was 
fuppofed to be remembred by them. Bur, 


3. Weare to enquire whether fuppofing 
that the Z/raelites did revolt to the Eg yp- 
tian Idolatry in the worthip of the Goldex 
Calf, that be fufficient to prove that they 
did not worfhip the Trwe God under this 
Symbol? For if the Seperenrerornees 

- ; 1 
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_ did worfhip the Supreme Godunder Symbo- 

/ical repreientations of Him,then alchough 

the J/rae/ites might return with their hearts 

into Eyypt, yetthis doth not prove, thar 
they did not worfhip, the trae Godby the 

, Golden Calf. Plutarch, who difcourfech 

Piut.de largely concerning the-Egyptien worfbip , 
Ifa. 7-366 faith, That the Golden Bull wus the Image 
ieee of Ofiris, which was fbemed for four daies 
together , from the feventeenth of the 
Adonth Athir ;. And -it: was 2 common 
practice in Egypt to have Golden Images 

__. . Cehfigies facrt nitet aurea Cercoptthect ) 
rite *® wherein Lactan faith, The barbarous Nati- 
Traged. ons did exceed the Greeks, who made their 
| Images of Wood, or Ivory, or Stone. For 
there were two forts-of Jmages of their 

Gods among the Egyptians, Thole Images 

and reprefentations which were in their 
Temples, ox places of worfhip, and thofe 
which they accounted che /iving Images of 

_ their Gods, viz. Beaflss fuch-as the two 
famous Bulls, Apis and Mneuis: the one 

at Memphis, the other at Heliopolis ; both 
in honour of Ofsrés : which places were as 
Mafban. the Dan and Bethel of Egypt ; Memphis 
chrnic. | being the Afetropolss of the upper, Helsope- 

eo Pe 60. .. Bee 

"bis of the lower Egypt s wherein the //ra- 
elites \ived, and faw the worfhip of the fe- 

ered Bull of Heliopolis. Plutarch ~— 

“aa ix | The 
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The Eoyptians looked on Apis a the IMALE Pius, de 


of the Soul of Ofiris. Diodorus faith 2 Hfid.p. 
6. 


_ palfing by tran{migration into Apis ( from 
which dotrin the worfbip of Beafts was not 


only entertained in Egypt, but is foin the 


Eajt Indies co this day, in whichcafe the 


Beajft ts only the material object of worfbip, 


bue the formal Reafon is the Prefence of 


fome Divine Soul which they fuppofe to be 


there, which on their fuppofition“onght-to 
have divine worfbip given to it by the prin- 
wr of the Rowan Church, as che Elements 
of Bread and Wihe ona fuppofitioa more 


That they looked on the foul of Ofiris as ; ¢ 


extrayagant,viz. of Ti ranfubftantiation. )) ~ 


But whether the worfbip of Animals’ came 
intd Egypt,from the dodtrine of tranfmigra- 


tion,or from their ripe i or from ‘Jome » 
part 


polttick Reafons, which aré mentioned both 
by Plutarch, and Diodorus ; this is certain; 
thar Plutarch thinks, Their wifer men did 


not worlbip the Anitals, themfzlves, “bug - 


Looked on them ‘bnty as ‘reprefentations of 
fome divine perfettion' which they diftirned 
in thém, and on that account gave worfbip 


362. 


4, Te 


tothem, “Ajaturto Sv & adam musing, drat Plat. de 


moft .efleemed , ‘who did wor worfbip the 


Tid, raivre. of Selev y “Thole per fons ought 10 be H4 ge 


Animals themfelves, ‘but through them did 


worfbip the Deity; and they ouphe tobe’ 
_ ss dooked 
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looked on as clearer and more natural re- 
prefentations of God than inanimate things 5 
and we ought tocfteemthem, as the work- 
man{bip ana Inftrument, 78 mivra nousvT@ 
at, of the God that orders all things. 
And there is all the reafon to imagine, that 
what hath a fouland fenfe, i better than 
that which hath none, Wiz. an Image: and 
the Divine Nature 1s nit [een in colours 
and. Figures, and {mooth Superficies | > 
which are: worfe than deadcreatures, for 
thefe never had life in them: but that 
which hath life, and f{enfe, and motion, 
hath q greater. influence from that Divine 
Wifdowm which governs all things, there- 
fore, faith he, thefe oaght not to be looked 
on as infertour reprefentations of the 
# Séov the Divine Being, than thofe Images 


which are- made. of Brafs or Stone by the. 


Workmanjoip: of men, and are [abject to 
corruptions: and deftitute of all fenfe and 
inderflinding... Whereby .we fee’ that 
Plutarch did put’a difference between the 
common practifes of the People, and the 
intention of the wifey som in the Egyp- 


_. than Idolatry. He before takes notice of 
athe follkes of the People, ‘that worfbipped 


te, 2 


the living creatures themfelves as. Gods, 
and thereby not only expofed their Religton 
to the. {corm ana contempt of others; but 
a | ‘4 s ~ : . . e y = “ 2 led 
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led fome men into horrible [(uperftition , 


|. andtempted others to turn Atheifis.; and — 


‘then he givesthis, as che moft reafonable 
account of the worfhip of cthele Asimals 
-according to their wifer men, whole opi- 
nions ought moft ro be followedin Religi- 
Oa. .-From whence it appears chat the 
diftin@iion of the praétice of the People, 


and the Doétrine of Divines hath obtained. ~ 
among the groffeft Idolaters; and ifthe. | 


Peoples Practice be. excufed becaufe rhe 
Divines teach otberwife, the ‘moft fortith 
| Egyptian Idolaters are excufable, as well 

-as thofe inthe Rorzan Charch, For what 
-is there in this principle of worthip laid 

‘down by Plutarch, which. may not be de- 
~ fended by the avowed doctrine .of the Ro- 
man Church? Here is (1.) aright w/ts- 
mate objet Of worfbip, viz the 7 Séov 
the Divine Being, which orders and go- 
verns all things. (2. ) Here isa repre- 
fentation of that objec? by the perfedctions 
derived from that Being to a Creature. 
( 3.) Here is a right directing the Jntex- 
tion through that reprefentation to the w#-. © 


timate object. : And ( 4. ) the formal” ve 


veafon of worfbip is the derivation or par- 
ticipation of that perfection which re- 
prefents God from the divine Being: and 
therefore this.is no Soveraign -morfbip 
Which is given to it, The 


(768) 


@. 16, , The only difficulty here is to fhew that 

the Egyptians did intend to worfhip the 
Supreme God by either fort of their Jmages: 

which is not only affirmed by P/starch, 

who faith, They asderflood by Ofiris the 

wife Providence of God, and by Porphy- 

Porphy, 7s who faith, The Egyptians 3 by the 
de Abin, feveral animals they worfbipped, did ex- 
1 4: (tts 9+ prefs their devotion towards the. Almigh- 
ty power of God 3 and by Apuleius, who 

| was énitiated in che. Egyptian Adyfee- 
ries, and in the conclufion of his Afeta- 

‘Apuls Me. morphofis, Oftris is called, Dens Deum 

tam, |. 11- mgapnorum potior , or majorum fummus; 

cy fummoxnm maximus, Cr maXimsorunt 

—_ regnator Ofiris, which are. defcriptions of 

| no lefs than the Supremeft God, but Afex. 
MMe, Tyrins yields at latt that the Egyprians did 
>  worlhipche seer, the Detty by the wor- 
fhip of Animals, asthe Greeks did by che 
Statue of Phidias. And there is a confi 
derable Teftimony to this purpofe in Vopi- 

fews, taken.out of an Epiftle of the Em- - 
Fl. Vopife. perour Adrian, which he wrote to Servia 
on Satin syugg frotn Egypt, giving an accounc:of the 
| manners Of the Egypteans.; wherein are 
thefe: words. -Unus ills Deas eff , hune 
Chriftiani,. bunc Fudei, banc omnes ve- 
weranturccy gentes: They had one God, 

_ -  pphond 


| 
| 
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thom Chriftians and Fews; and all Nati- 

ons worfbipped. If. Cafaubon{ulpects this — 
paffage, but withoutany reafonas Salma- 
fii proves, and is dpparent becaufe the 
fame thing is {aid inthe beginning of the 
{ame Epiftle: Where he faith, that how- 
ever they differed in other points, yer 
they all agreed in the worfbip of Sarapis, 
by whom Phylarchus in Plutarch under- iid ee 
ftands That God which Governs the 7 


World: and Seguinus fliews from anciene 


_ Coynes and Authors, that Sarapis, and Fu; 


piter Ammon, and Fupiter Phariws, and seguin. 
Fupiter rerum omnium potens Were all Nuni{m. , 
one. Thence the J#{criptions, a 


: D. E.O. I. N. v. I. Cc: E. O. ae 4s Grut. It. - 
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Brom. whieh it appears that. fuppofing.the 


D.E.0. M.A.G.N.O. 
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and that mentioned by Triax, 
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Hraelites did telapfetothe Egyptian Idola- 


_ éryy it doth noe from thence follow that. 


Ddd they 
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they did not worfhip the trae God by an 


Image, 


g. 17.  Iproceednowtothe two Calves of Fe- 
roboam at Dan and Bethel; which being 
made in imication of the Golden Calf mutt 
ftand or fall by what hath been {aid alrea- 
dy concerning ‘that. Buc I fhall here 
make good the peculiar arguments to Fero- 
boam’s cafe, which were brought to prove 
that he did intend to worfhip the God of 
Ifrael by the Calves of Dan. and Bethel. 
1. Becaufe Feroboam manifefts no defign of 
taking the people off from the worfbip of 
the true God, butonly from the worfhip- 
ping Himat Hierufalem. For all that he 
aith tothe People is, J# #& too much for: 

Kings you to go upto Ferufalem; behold thy Gods, 

1928+ 0 Trael, which brought thee up ont of the 

Land of Egypt. Ut Fercboam’s intention 
had been to have altered their Religion, 
he would have fpoken againft that, and 
not only againft the place of it; andto 
fhew to them that he had no fuch intenti- 
cn, he continued the fame Fea/Ps and way 
of worfpip which were at Ferufalem. . To 
1.G.p.164.this T, G. anfwers, That Jeroboam’s end 
was to fecure the Ten. Tribes tohimfelf 
and the likelieft way to effect it, was the 
making them fach Idols as their aa 
. | ae 


: Sn o4, Se we 
had worlbipped in Egypt and the trilders. 
nefs: and yet foon atter 7, G, reprefents: 
him as 4 great Polititian, that wouldnot _ 
make any [wdden Changes,  But' could. 
_ there be any change greater or more fud-: 
den, than to change the'rrse God for. 
— Molten Gods.and Devils, as T’. G. faith he 
did: which.words (if they be underftood 
in T. G's fenfe. for the Ezyptian Idols and. 
Devils in them.) was as great a change as. 
cowld be made in Religion, and too fudden 
to be made by fuch a Pofititian. He fhould 
have begun the. alteration. in the {maller 
matters, if he intended no (udden change 5 
and firft. have gained: {ome of the. Great 
men to him,-to be ready. co joynsvith:him, 
— when opportunity ferved,s with hopes of 
_Preferment-and: Places at Conrt s when: 
thefe were fecured, then put in fome of — 
the vileff of the people into the Priefthod 
(as he. did). ta.render that. facred Office’ 
mean and conteniptible, the becter to pre=' 
pare the people fora change 3 then to fend 
Agents abroad. to tamper with the moft 
active among them, to allure fome and to: 
terrifie others according to their feveral 
— difpofitions; thento give /berty to thole 
tender con{ciences that longed for the Oni- 
ows and Fle/bpors and Bulls of Egypt 3 and 
when he had by degrees prepared a confi- 
‘ / Ddd 2 derable 


(ORY 
derable party, that’ would be fure to ad- 
here to hins,. then by litcle and little to- 


open the great Defigz to them, which he 
aimed at all this while. But it was too 


great a Change forfuch a Polititian, to fay 
axthe very firftco them; Come, renounce 
the God of I[rael- without more ado; Ihave 
fet. up other Gods for you to worfbip, and 


—Icommand you all. immediatelyto chey me: 


methinks, : this would feem too harfh and 
unpolitick, and too dangerous for fo new 
4. Government as bis was, a little Zadul- 
gence for tender con{cieaces, for a time, 
with the fweeteft words, had better be- 
come fuch ani Achitephel, as T. G. calls Fe- 
roboam. ‘T:his, this had been: the way to 


_ Rawe whead' ed ‘and. drawn inthe filly and 


insudiciops multicude, ‘*: By telling them 
¢¢svhat:an.oppreffion ic was for them to be 


“under the juritdiGtion of the High Prie/t 


¢ and his Brethrexat Ferafalem's and that 
“<there was nd Reafow fach 4 valt number 
“of lazy Prigfts and’ tgnorant Levites 
é¢ fhould be maintained out of. cheir labours 
“by: Tythes and Offerings: that all the 
{pretence of the true teh God be- 


“ing confined tothe Temple at Ferufalem, 


‘é-was only out of a defign.to enrichthe 
* priefispand the ity; chat ic wasonly 


— zaal for cheir own iateref and revenues, 


which 


«which made them fo earneft for that par- 
*¢ ticular way of worfbip which was {o dif- 
“‘ferenc from the reft of the World.What ! 
€€could they imagine that God had no 
“Cocher people in the World, but fuchas — 
“went up to Feru{alem to worfbip ? what 
would become.of the Catholick way of 
<< worfbip, which was in afl the Nations 
“round about them “ Was it credible, 
‘chat God thould fuffer fo great a part of 
« mankind co run on in fuch Jdo/atry, as a 
“few Fews accounted ic? If it were fo 
“difpleafing to God, could ir ever be 
“Schought chat che wifeff King they ever 
Shad, ‘viz. Salomon, fhould in che wife/t 
time of his Zife, viz. in his o/d Age, fall 
$¢to che practice of it? Befides all this, 
“¢ chey ought to confider, how much the 
‘“‘honour and fafery of the Nation was 
“concerned in embracing the fame Catho- 
“lick way of worfbip which prevailed 
“¢round. about them. Their pretending to 
“oreater purity of worfbip than their 
“ Neighbours, made them hated and [corn- 
“Sed, and reprdached by their Neighbours 
of all fides,. wiz. by Afoab and Amnon, 
“and Amalek , the Phili/Mns, andthofe 
«© of Tyres but if they returned to the 
« sporfbip of the Neighbour Nations, they 
might be fure of + affiftance of the: 
p D > 
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King of Egypt, with whom Feroboam 
“had lived many years, who would be 
‘ready to help chem on all occafions ; 
sand their Jefler enemics would then be 
“afraid to difturb them, Thus we fee 
what plaufible pretences chere were to have 
drawn the people off from the Law of 
Mofes, tothe Zdolatries of Egypt , but we 
read not che leaft intimation of chis Vva- 
ture in the whole Hiffory of this Revolt : 
buc Feroboam only faith., Thefe are thy 
Gods which brought thee out of the Land of 
Egypt, which wasthe moft unpolitick way 
of perfwading them to recurn to the Gods 
of Egypt. . Belides he got only appoinced 
a Feaft like unco thac: in Fudab, but iris 
faid, That he offered upon the Altar, and 
facr.ficed unto the Calves which he had 
made, i,e, according co the ca/fom of che 
Fewifh Sacrifices,-thaa which nothing 
could be more repugnant to the Eg yptien 
fdolatry, as\ have already proved. But 
T. q. faith, The. Text freaks but of ove 
Feaft, itis very true, it mentions bur one ; 
buc ic is.faid afterwards in feveral places, 
That they departed not from the way of 
Feroboam, and that very Fea/t being ac- 
companied with fomany Sacrifices, wasa 
plain evidence it was notthe Evyptian Jdo- 
fatry, which he then fec up. And it és 
: re- 
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remarkable to this purpofe, that every one 
who was to be confecrated a Prie/t to the 
Golden Calves, was to be coniecrated | 
with 4 Sacrifice of 4 young Bullock, and 2 Chron. 
of feven Rams; which according to che 13% — 
Rites of the Egyptian Idolatry were enough 
to have profaned the moft facred Perion. 
Aad fFofephus, (who may beallowedto - 
-have underftood the mind of Feroboamas 
wellas T. G.) faith exprefsly, That tw Fofiph 
the fpeech he made to the People, he only aah 
pleaded, that God being every where pre- ene: 
fent, he might be worfbipped at Dan and 
Bethel, es well a Jeru'alem: and that . 
for their greater conventency he had [et 
up the Calves at Dan and Bethel, that 
there they might worfbip God. Thus we 
fee that inthis worfhip ac Daz and Bethel, 
Feroboam intended no more than to wor- 
fhip the God of Jfrae/there. I willno de- 
ny, that Feroboam was for Liberty of Can- 
fetence, and allowed the praétice of Egyp- 
tian Idolatry,’ and appointed Prieffs to 
gerve at the feveral Altars, asthe People. 
had amind,; but the effablifbed worlbip, 
ac which himfelf was prefent, wasat the 
Calves of Dan and Bethel, For it isfaid, 
That he offered ow the Altar there. But! Kings 
we read that he appointed Prief#s, notonly >> 
for the Calves, butt. .for the High places, 2 Choe, 
| Ddd4 which ****% 
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which were of two forts, 1. Some for the 
 worfbip of falfe Gods, as thofe which Sa- 
Lemon allowed to be built for Chemofb and 
Kings  AZoloch onthe Mount of Olives, 2. Others 
i1.7¢ were for the wor/bip of the true God in the 
b Kings mee i 2 gat eee 
23413, ten Tribes. For there being fome diéffen- 
. 43 2 ping Brethren among the Jfraelites, who 
would'neither join with the Héufe of Fudah 
in the worfbip at Hierufalem , nor with 
Feroboam in the worfbip of the Calves at 
Dan and Bethel ;' to keep thefe fecure to 
his intereft, he permits them to worfhip 
God on the High places, i. e. Altars ere- 
ted to that purpofe upon an afcent cf 
ground, And this I prove from chat paf- 
aXings '4geof Elias, They have thrown down thy 
i9.10,14- A/tars ; {peaking of the Children of If- 
' - gaels demolithing them in thetime of 4b46, 
who was the eighth in fucceffion from Fe- 
voboam. And in the Reformation of Fe- 
fish, he putsa difference between the Prie/ts - 
of the Hich places; for fome of them 
- a Kings were permitted to eat unleavened: bread 
£3.'9, 200 among their Brethrens and others be flew 
"2" “gpon'the Altars. Which fhews that both 
in Fddah and JIfrael there were fome 
who did till worthip the traé God on the 
' High . places. 2.° Feroboam. appointed 
_ Priefts orvyu Pélofis, to the hairy ones ; 
which J woncer, how:it come to'be tran: 
We det bre ot flated 
ag --v 98 
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flated Devils both here, and Levit, ty, 
fince in above fifty places of Scripture, it 
fignifies Goats ; and but inane, the LXX. 
render it by Sada, and there Aguila 
hath veyérrs, and the Vulgar Latine 1-13-20 
‘ Pilofi, and our tranflation Satyrs : and 
fince the worfbip of Goats, and other 
hairy animals was fo frequent among the 
Egyptians, as Of Dogs, Wolves, Cats, Ich- 
neumons, Apes, 8c. but efpecially the — 
Goats, as Herodotus, Strabo, Diodorus, fai Le ae 
Plusarch, arid othersrelate (and the Paz, Strab. be Je 
and Fawnus, and Silenus, and Silvanus, Plut. de 
and Sesyri were but a fort of Goats: for Beit 
the Arabick word Satarisa Goat, andthe = 
Egyptian name for Panis Mendes, which, | 
faith Bochartus, fignifies aGoat too.) And pitts 
fince this wor/bip was(o common in Egypt, l. 2.6.53 
‘was there not reafon. to forbid it by a_ | 
Law, Levit. 17.7% and is there not 
cau‘’e where we meet with thisword ree 
lating coan object of worfbip, to under- : 
ftand it according to the common practice 
of Idolaters, and the common fenie of the 
word’ Therefore I grant that Feroboam 
did permit the Egyptian Idolatry, but he 
efablibed the Golden Calves asthe Relige- 
émof the state, ps 


a ..3e I 
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4. [fhewed, that the true God was wor- 
fhipped by the Golden Calves 5 becaufe the — 


fin of Abab who worthipped Baad is faid 


| Kings 


robe fo. much greater thap the fin of Je- 
roboam. And ét came to pafs as if st bad 
been 4 light thing for him to malk in the 


16. 31, 32 fins of Feroboam, that he took to wife Fe- 


zabel, daughter of Baal, King of the Zt- 
donians, and went. and ferved Baal, and 
worfbipped him, and be reared up am Al- 


gar for Baal, sathe Houfe of Baal, which 


he bad builtin Samaria. Y€S, {aith T. G. 


_ 1.G.p.165. Ahabs fin, was. greater, becaufe be added 


this Idolatry to the-otber. Who denies thac 
his fin might have been greater in that re- 
fpect 2 but that it was not fo to be under- 
ftood, appears by the oppofition between 


God anid Baal in the words of Elijah? How 


a Kings 
33. Zhe 


long halt ye, faith heto all che People, e- 
tween two. opinions °? if the Lord .be God; 


follow Him: but if Baal, then follow him. 


Now here being three feveral wales of 
worfhip among the people, if ewo of the 
three had not agreed in the fame objec of 
worfhip, Viz. the God of Ijrael, Elijah 
could. not have faid that they halted only 
berween two opinions of God and Baad s if 
fome were for the God of J/rael, others 
for the Gods of the Egyptians,and others for 

. : Beel 


7 + met, Sate 
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Beel Samen, or the God of the Zidonians. | 
But, faith T.G. Elijah fuppofes a general r.¢.p.169. - 
Apoflafie of the ten Trites to Baal in the 

next Chapter. -And what then? It was 

buc very lately fo,. and they were not yet 

fo fixed but they might be put in mind cthac 

they were latcly of another opinion: and 
fomerenderit, How long will ye pa[s from 

ome extreme to another ? how long will ye 
be fo uncertaiz in Religion, pow for Gody 

and then for Baal? So Vatables rencers it, 
Quou{que tandem alternis, crc. Now of one 

fide, thenof the other ? ox as {ome imagine, 

they themfelves worfbipped the Calves,and 
sometimes Baal, . So chat notwithftanding. 
what T, G, faith, the oppofition is here 
‘plain between the God worflhipped by the. 
Calves, which was the publick and effa- 
blifbed worfbip of the ten Tribes, and che. -: - 
worfbip of Baal, which was newly intro- 
duced ; and fo che True God is fuppofed to 

be worfhipped by thofe who-did not wor- 

ship Baal. Toconfirm chis,, I added, that. 

Fehw magnifies his zeal for Fehovah againft _ 
Baal, when it. i$ faid of him bat a lictle: --. 
after, That he departed not from the Calves 2 Kings 
of Dan and Bethel ; > which: evidently? 16. 
fhews the oppofition between the God of — 
Ifrael worfhipped by the Calves, and the. - 
worfbip of Beal. No, faith E.G. Fehw's 

| - zeae 
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r.¢.p.166. 2048 for the Lord doth mot acquit him-— 
_ -+° from Idolatry in following Jeroboam, any. 
more than the laveful act of - Matrimony 

acquits 4 Husband from the Crime of Adut. 
tery, who defiles hie Neighbours Bed. | 

- perceive T. G, grew very fleepy when he 
verote this, and forgot whae we were about : - 

for I never intended to clear: Febw from 
Tavlatry by his zeal for Fehovah, but from 

fuch an Jdolatry as excludesthe worfbip of 

the True God. For that was my bufinels: 

to fhew that he might be guilty of /do/atry, 

and yet wor{bip the true God, by the Calves 

of Ferebeam, as he not only fhews: by 

that expreffion to Fonadab, . but by diftin- 

v.23. guithing between the Prieffs of the Lord, 
and the Priefts of Baal ; and yet {oon after. 

chat charaéter is twice given of Febw, That 

».29,31. he departed not from that worfbip which 
Feroboambadeftablifoed. -— 

"« Tothe lat iaftance I brought of the Se- 
maritans,who fent to thexvag of Affyrta tor. 

an Ifraclitifh Prieft co teach them che accu- 

» Kin ftomed worfbip of the Goa of che Lend,who 
ry a6 27, accordingly came and dwele in Bethel, and. 
28, 32533- caught it them, upon: which itis faid, They 


feared the Lord T. G. returns a ftrange: 


- nopaceantwer, viz. That there w 70 mention at 


all made of his teaching them to worlbip him 
in the Calves-as Symbols of bts. prefence 
ve here 
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here 7% G. nodded again: For if he would 
but have held his eyes open fo long as to 
have looked back onthe 22, and 23 verfes 


of the fame Chapter, he would have found 
thefe words , For the Children of ifraet 
walked in allthe fins of Feroboam whichhe 
did, they departed not. from them: until 
the Lord removed Ifrael out of his fight, as 
he had faid by all his fervants the Prophets, . 


So was Ifrael carried away ont of bts own 
Land to Affyria ; and chen immediately 
follows this {tory of the Samaritans, de- 


firing to know the worfbip of the God of the 


Land’; what canthis ‘refer to, buttothe 


—worlbip eftablifbed by Feroboam ? I leave 


this to be confidered by T.G. when heis 
awake, forhe feems to have written thefe 
things ina Dream. - Astowhat he faith, 


of bis. having confuted my conjectures, OF T.G-p168, 


vathe? Monceius bw ; (when itis apparent 
I differ from Afoncezas inhismain ground, 
to any man that hath read him ) I leave ie 


| asafrefh token of his kémdnefs, when he 


will not fo much as {uffer me to be the Au- 


thor of fuch weak conjectures, which he — | 
-’ hathfo eafily, and fo pleafantly confuted; 
| aad forthe phrafe of my plowing with his 


Heifer, \ {uppofe ic hath relation to the 


Calves of Dan and Bethel, whichItake . 
notice of, thache may not think his wit is ~. 
~ Toftuponme. — | To 


Fak 


- 19. 
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To conclude.this point of the meaning 
of the Second Commandment, Uaid, . That 
fince the Law giver bath thus interpreted, 
his own Law, we need noc be folicicous. 
about the fexfe of any others, yet hercin 


— I fay we have the concurrence of the Few- 


i{b and Chriftian Church. The Fews have 


— thought the prohibition to extend to all 


7G. 7.169. 


kinds of Images for warfbép, and almoft 
all for ornament, and the Image-worfhip ~ 
of the Church of Rome is one of the great 
ftandals to this day, which hinder them 
from embracing Chriffianity. All thae 
T. G. anfwers to. this is, That be would 
gladly k:ow, whether we muft fland or fall 
hy the interpretation of the Fews? Did I 
bring their Te/fisony for that purpofe ¢ or 
intimate the leaft thing that way? did I 


~ notufe fo much caution on purpofe to pre- 
~ vent fuch a cavil? I declared that I did 


not need their Te/timony in fo clearacafe ; 
and yet it is no fmall advantage co our 
Caufe, that we have herein the concur- 
rence of allthathad any Reverence co this 


.Lawof God, whether fews or Adchunse- 


tans; and notbarely of them, but of che 


- whole Chriftian Church for fo many Agesy 


£G.p.195, Chapters. Astoche Prophetical confuta- 


as I have fully: proved in the precedent 


tion 
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tieg of my opinion about Idolatry and the 
Second Commandment by Mr. Thorrdtke, I 
do five him if I could have chought whae 


that learned Perfon had {aid in this matter, 
to have been agreeable either to Scripture , 


or Reafon, or the fenfe of the Prémitive, 
or our own Church, it might have prevented 
my writing, by changing my opinion ; for 
I was no ftranger to his wrétizgs, or his 
Aryaments. But he thag can think she 
Lfraelites believed the Golden Calf deli- 
vered their people ont of Egypt before it was 
made, may eafily believe that Mr. Thorn- 
dikes Book of 1662. was a confutation of 


mine, long before it was written; andup- - 
on equal reafon at leaft, I may hope that. 
this Anfwer will bea Prophetical Confuta- 


tion of all-thac 7. G. will ever be able to 
fay upon this Subject. : 


C HAP. 
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EHAP. 1V. 


? - An Anfwerté T.G’s charge of Contradi- 
f= 3 — Gions, Paradoxes, Reprodch of the fe- 
cond Council of Nice, School difputes ; 

ant to his paraliel Yattances. - 


all that remains fcattered in the 

feveral parts of his Book, which feem to . 

require any farcher Antwer.. The firft 

7G, p.rz, tfintg'T begin with is, the Head of Contra- 

| H4et5> — didftows, tor ie makesin another Book the 
| charge of Idola:ry to be inconfiftent wich 
— myownaffertion, Becasfe had faidthat 
Rational Church doth not look on our negative artt- 
Acsount, cles againft the Church of Rome, as arté- 
P54 cles of Faith, but asinfriour Truths ; from. 
whence, he faith, « follows, that their 
Church doth not err againft any article of 

Faith; but Idolatry-« an error againft 

the moft Fundamental. point of Faith, and 

_ therefete for me to charge the Church of 
Rome with Idolatry, muft according to my 

own principles, bé the wioft gtoundle[s, 

| i= 


_ 9. 1. UN chefe Heads | (hall comprehend 


\ A 


t 
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Bnreafonable 5 and contradictory pri+ 
teeding in the world, Upon my word; 4 
very heavy charge! AndI moftclearmy 
felf asI can. from it; Had nota manneed 
to have 4 mighty care of dropping any 
kind words towards them; who will bé 
‘fure to make all poffibleadvantages from _ 
them to overthrow the force of whatever 
can be faid afterwards againft chem? Thus 
have they dealt with me; becaufe I al- 
_ lowed the church of Rome to be .a trae 
Church, .as holding all the effential point 
Of Chriftian Faiths therefore all the ar- 
guments I have ufed to. prove:them Jdo/d- 
ters, ate prefently turned off with this, 
That herein I contrad:ét my felf. ThusE 
was ferved by that feat man at-Controver-, |... 
fie, F. wi who thought it worth his while apiece 
to write two Books ( fuch as they are )y. Sun 
chiefly upon'this argument: and hé makes 4.0.1675: 
me to pile. Contradiitions on Contradtéti- 
ons, as Children do Cards one upon ano- 
ther, and then he comes and cunningly 
fteals away one of the a (abel and down 
all che reft fallin great’ 


Tnfaltibili- 
for an excellent Artift, by that mighty chr 
man at Ecclefiaflical Fencing, E. w. the againit 
renowned Champion of our Lady of Loreto, Pt Still. 
and the miraculous tramflation of her Chap- y574... 
_ Free . ped y Preface. 


iforder.and confu- ty of the. 
fion: And herein he is much. applauded Xoman Ca- | 


by E. 
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pels aboyt which he hath publithed a 


Defiance to the world, and offers to prove 
ic againft all Comers (but efpecially my 
inconfiderable felf) to be am undeniable 
Verity, 1 muft have great leifure, and 
little care of my felf, if Lever more come 
near the Clutches of fuch a Giant, who 
{eems to write with a Beetle inftead of a | 
Pen; and I defire him to fet his heart at 
reft, and not to trouble himfelf «bout the 
waies of my attacking him; for he may lie 


| quietly in his (hades,and {nore on to Doomf- 


day for me; unlefs I fee farther reafon of 
difturbing his repofe than at prefent I do, 


- Buc thischarge being refumed by fo confi- 


derable an Adverfary, asT.G.is, in com- 


| .. parifon with thereft, Ifhall, for his fake, 


An({wer to 
feveral 

Treatifes, 
Firft part, 


p19, Gee 


endeavour more fully to clear this whole 
matter, When F, w. had objedted the 
fame thing in effect againft me, .the fub- 
{tance of the Anfwer I made him was this, 
1, Thaticwasa difingenuous way of pro- 
ceeding, tooppole a pedgement of charity 
concerning their Church, toa judgement of 
Reafow concerning the wature of actions, 
without at all examining the force of thofe | 
Reafons which are produced for it. This 
was the cafe of F. 7. but sngenuity is a thing 
my Adverfaries are very little acquainted 
with: and therefore I faid 2, There was 

j no 
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no contradiction in it: Forthe notlonof 
Idolatry as applied to the Charch of Rome. 
is confiftent with its owning the general .. 


principles of Faith, as to the True God — 


and Fefus Chriff, and giving Soveraign 
worfbip to thems when therefore we fay, ° 
thac che Church of Rome doth not err in 
any Fundamental point of the Chriftian 
Faith, I there at large thew, the meaning 
to have been only this, that in all thole 
which are looked on by us as neceflary .47- 
ticles of Faith, we have the Teftimoxy and 
cee of the whole Chriftian World 
of all Ages, and are acknowledged to be 
fuch by Rome it felf; but the Charch of 
Rome looks upon all her Doéfrines, which 
we reject, as neceffary Articles of Faith : 
fo that the force of the Argument comes 
only to this, that no Church which doth 


own the ancient Creeds can be guilty of 


Idolatry. And I farther add, thac when 


we enquire into the effentials of a Church, 


we think ic not neceflary to go any farther. 


' than the doctrinal points of Faith, becaufe 


Baptifm admits men into the Church upon 
the profeffion of the true Fait} in the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghof?: butif beyond 
the effentials we enquire into the moral éz- 
tegrity and fouxdneff of a Charch, then 
we are bound to gofartherthan the bare _ 
CSS SB ce2 pros, 
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profeffion of the effential points of Faith $ 
and if ic be found that the fame Charch 
may debauch thofe very principles of 
Faith by damnable errours, and corrupt 
the worfbip of God by vertue of them,, 
then the fame Charch which doth hold the 
Fundamentals of Faith, may notwithftand- 
ing lead men to Jdolatry without the fha- 
dow of a contradiction, But T. G. faith, 
That Idolatry ts an Errour againft the moft 
Fundamental point of Faith, What doth 
T. G. mean by this? I fuppofeic is, chat 
Idolatry dothimply Polytheifm, or the be- 
licf of more Gods than one, to whom So- 
veraign worfbip is dues then I deny this 
to be the proper Definition of Idolatry, 
for although, where ever thisis, it hath 
in it the nature of that we call /dolatry 
yet himfelf confeffes, the true notion of it 
tobe, The giving the worfbip due to God, 
fo aCreature ;-fo that, if I have proved 
that the worfbip of Images in the Roman 
Church, is the giving the wor{bip due only 
to Ged toa Creature, then, althovghthe 
Church of Rome may hold all the effentials 
of Faith, andbea true Church, it may be 
guilty of sa4olatry without contradiction. 
But ic may be F, ™ in his Reply, faith 
fomething more to purpofe; (ac leaftic 
will be thought fo, if I do not anfwer 

him) 


Lg 2 SRI). Pa 
him: ) I muft thereforé’confider what he 
faith, that is material, if any thing be 
found fo. However, he faith, that ¢f pr. still 
the Roman Church doth hold any kind Jee : 
Idolatry tobe lawful, fhe muft needs bold ee 
an Errour deftructive to a Fundamental 
and effrntial point of Faith, and by con- 
Sequence a Fundamental errour incon- 
fiftent with the effence of a true Church, 
And fince no kind of Idolatry is lawful, if 
the Roman Charch bold tt to be fo, [be muft 
“needs hold an errour inconfiftent with fome 
Truth, Mott profoundly argued! He 
only ought to have fabfumed,. (as I think 
Much Logicians as F. w. call it) but all 
Errour. ts. Fundamental and-inconfiftent 
_ with the efence of a true Church ; of 
That Infallibility w neceffary to the Be- 
tng of a Church, and when he proves 
that, I promife co renounce the charge 
Of. Idolatry. Now itis not poffible, faith 
F. w. that the Roman Charch fhould 
hold any Idolatry lawful (knowing it 
to be Ldolatry) unlefs fhe holds that fome 
Honour , which is due only to God, may be 
given to a Creature, 1 am afraid to 
be {napt by fo cunning a Sophifter, and 
therefore I diftinguifh intime. The Ro- 
man Charch doth not hold any Jdolatry 
lawful which ic~judges to be Idolatry, 

a Eee3 Or 


/ 


ing it with Jdolatry, But 7, w. faith, 
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or the Honour due only to God; but the 
Roman Church may give the real parts of 
worfbip due only to God to a meer crea 
ture, and yet ac thefame time, tell men 
itis nota part of the Howowr which is due 


to God. To make this plain evento the 


underftanding of 7. w. The Church of 
Rome may entertaina falfe notion of sdo- 
latry, or of that worfbip which is dee on- 
ly to Ged : which falfe notion being re- 
ceived, men may really give the worfbip 


- that only belongs to God to His Creatures s 


and the utmoft errour neceflary in this cafe 
is no more than having a falle zotion of 
Jdolatry, as, that there canbe no /dolatry 
without giving Soveraign worlbip to a 
Creature, or that an Idol isthe reprefen- 
tation only of an Jmaginary Being, &c, 
Now on thefe fuppofitions, no mare is ne- 
teffary to the practice of Idolatry, than 
being deceived in the wotion of it. IE 
therefore 7.G, or ¥.W. will prove thatthe 
Church of Rome can never be deceived in 
the zotion of it, or thatit is repugnant to 
the effence of a Church to havea talfe mo- 
tion of Idolatry, they do fomething to- 
wards the proving me guilty of acontra- 


_ di&tion, in acknowledging the Church of 


Rome to be atrue Church, and yet charg- 


That 
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That ’tis impoffsble the Roman charch 
foould teach or hold any kind of Idolatry, 
whatfoever tt be, but fhe muff hold ex- 
prefily or implicitly, that fome Honour due 
only to God, may be given to 4 meer Grea- 
tare. Such kind of ftuff as this would 
make a man almoft repent ever reading Lo- 
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gick ( which this man pretends{o much | 


to ) for furely Afother wit is much better’ 


than Scholaftick Fooling. Sucha Church 
which commits, or by her. doctrines and 
practifes leads to Idolatry, needs not to 
hold, i.e. deliver as her judgment that 
{ome Honour due only to God may be gives 


to a Creatures it is fufficient if fhe come 


mands or allows {uch things to bedone, — 


which in theirown #ature, orbythe Law 
of God is really giving the svor{bip of God 
_ toacreature, Yetuponthis miftake, as 
grofs as it is, the poor wafpith Creature 
rugs on for many leaves, and thinks all 
that while he proves me guilty of a contra- 
4ittion, But the man hath fomething in 
his head which he means, although he 
fcarce knows how to exprefs it, véz. that in 
good Catholick Dictionaries, a Fundamen- 
talerrour, and adamnable errour, and an 
error inconfiftent with the effence of a true 
Charch, are terms Synonymous, Now I 
know what he would be at, viz. that Ja- 
eT Bee gf 


pe Tole 
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> fablibility is neceffary to the Being of 2 
 Charch: therefore to fuppo‘e a Charch to 
err, 1s to fuppofe ic not to bea Church: 

But will he prove mé guilty of contradicti- 

on by Catholick Dictionaries ? 1 beg his 
pardon: for in them Tranfubftantiati- 

on implizs none; but whofoever writes 

-againft chem, muft be guilty of many. — If. 

he would prove me guilty of Contradtcti- 

oz, let him prove it from my own fenfe 

and not from theirs. Yet he would feem. 
p.102,%.at laft to prove that the practice of any 
" "kind of Idolatry, efpecially being approved 

by the Church, is defiruttive to the Be-. 

 - tug of a Church, Which’ is the only 
thing, he faith, chat deferves to be far- 

ther confidered, by enquiring into two 
things, 1. Whether a Church allowing 

and countenancing the pradtice of Jdolaé 

cry can be a true Church? 2. Whether 

fuch 4 Church can have any power or As- 
thority to confecrate Bifbops, or ordain 
Priefts? For this is a thing which T. G. 
likewife objects, ‘as confequent upon my 
affertion of cheir Idolatry, that thereby E 
overthrow all Authority, and Furifds ction 

tn the Church of England, as being derived 

from an Idolatrous Church. Theleare mat- 

ters which defervea farther handling, and 
therefore] fall fpeakto tem, 

_* tebe Ne a ere 1, W he- 


y. Whether a Chwrch may continue a -,. 
true Church, amd yet allow, and pra@ife ©"! | 
any kind of fdolatry ? And to refolve this, 
I refore again to the tex Tribes , Suppofing 
what hath been faid fufficient to prove 
them guilty of Idolatry, my bufinets is 
to enquire, whether they were a true 
Church in that time. This Ff. w. de- zw. p78. 
nies; faying, Sought to have proved and -. 
not barely fuppofed that the Idolatry in- 
troduced by Jeroboam was not deftructive 
to-the being of a True Church: and feve- 
val Proteftants, he faith, produce the 
Church of Urael to foew that-atrue vifi- 
ble Church may ceafe. Alas ‘poor man ! 
he had heard fomething of this Nature, 
but he could not tell what; they had pro+ 
duced this as an inftance againft the per- 
petual Vifibility of the church, and ‘he 
brings itto prove chat it ceafed to be « 
true Church, and the time they fix upon 
by his own Confeffion is, when Eltas 
complained that he was left alone in \{ra- 
el; which was not when the Jdolatry of 
the Calves, but when that of Baal pre- 
vailed among the people of Jfrael, i.e. 
when they worfhipped Beel-famen or the 
Sun inftead of God. Now chat they were 
a true Church while they worthipped Fero- 
boams Calves, 1 prove by.thefe two things. 
sit amas i ake as 1. That 
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x. That cherewas no time from Feroboam 
to the Captivity of Jsfraef, wherein the 
svor{bip of the Calves was not the effa- 
blifbed Religion of the ten Tribes , this is 
evident from the expreffion before’ men- 
aking. WOned, that the Children of frael departed 
317. 22,23- wot from the fins of Jeroboam, tl God 
os 4. removed. Lael ont of bis fight. Aad itis 
16. 13,19, obfervable of almoft every one of the Kings 
26531. of sfrael, that itis faid particularly, thas 
% i he departed not from the fins of Jeroboam. 
33 2. That during that time God did owa 
ioe them for bis People, which is all one wich 
¥4.23- Making chem aTrwe Church. Thus Febns 
15-92 181s faidto be anointed King over she Peo 
aKings ple of the Lord. And there isa remarkabke 
9-6 __-expreffion in the.time of -Fehoahaz, that — 
13° 73° the Lord was gracious unto them, and had 
refpect unto them, becaufe of bis Covenant 
with Abraham, Ifaac aad Jacob, and 
wonld not deftroy them, neither caft he 
them from ha prefence as yet. Would 
God have fuch refpect to thofe whom he 
utterly difowned? Nay thé Prophet Hofes 
Hofear1. faith, shat God was fill the Holy one in 
89 the midft of Ephraim ; and How fbell 1 
| yive. thee up Ephraim? how {hall I deliver 
thee Urael'¢ Which fhews God had noc 
yet difcarded them: and afterwards he 
14. 1, faith to Urach, Retwra unto the Lord bec! 

Sa. | 6 


& tek =a . 
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Gods and Amos faith, prepare to meet thy amos ‘- 


God Olfrael : and both heand Adicah, call. 12. 
them ftill Gods people. From whence itis ake 
evident, tharthey were ftill a sree Church 3. 
notwithftanding the Jdolatry of Feroboam. 

2. Suppofing a Church to continue a 
True Church, what reafon can there be to 


queftion the Asthority of that Church as 


to the confecration of Bifbops, or the or- 


dination of Priefts? Uhave formerly fhew- 
edthatno 4c# of Ordination is invalid in-antwee 
cafeof any berefie or Crime of the Giver ; fir part 


enery - 


and that che contrary doctrine is condemn: prefin ae 


ed for herefie by the Church. I now fhall 
particularly fhew thatthe Power of giving ©  * 
Orders is not.taken away by the guilt of 7 
Idolatry ; which I prove from the cafe of 
the Arian Bifbops. have at large made 


. it manifeft, chat the driezs were con-?#tr. 


demned for Zdelatry by the confent of the; 7 I. felte 


Fathers of greateft reputation, S. 4tha- 


nafius, S. Bafil, S. Gregory Nazianzen, -°-* * 


Nyffen, Epiphanius, S. Chryfoftom, S..Am- 
brofe, S, Anguftin, &c, And the fecond 7 
Nicene Council faith, that the Catholick or! we 
Church lokedon them: as Idolaters. Now, 64 aa 
if Ican make ic appear, thatthe Arian Or- 
dixations were allowed, I fhall put this. .*- 
miatter paft difpute, that the charge of: 
ddolatry doth not wud the Ordinations of: 
| | our 


geht ve) ‘« 


4 
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our Church as being derived from thofe 
who were guilty of /dolatry.. For this 
purpole, the fecond Nicene Council affords 
us plentiful affiftance inthe Firft Seffion : 

: wherein Peter the Popes Vicar declares: 

ad.1.p that Meletius was ordained by Arian Bi- . 

ae foops, and yet his Ordination was ne- 
uer gueftioned ; and this was received 

Epiph. ber. by the Council as true. Epiphanius, So- 

a3 io crates and Sozomon all agree, that Afele- 

c.44  tius received his Confecration from the 

Soxaml 4+ Arian Faction ; and Epiphanins faith, be 

"had it from the bands of Acacius Bifbop 
of Cxfarea; the worft of all the Arians, 

Beror-ad faith Baronius. Socrates and Sozomen do 

oo feem toimply, that the followers of Eufte- 
thius at Antioeh would not joya with Afe- 
letius and his party, though both con- 
fenting in the Nicexe Creed, becaule of 

_ his ordination by the Avian faction, and 
the peoples being baptized by Arian 

Thtod.1. 2. priefes ; but. Theedoreé mentions no: fuch 

“3! ching, and faith che firft breach began 
there, when A@eletins was-banifhed by the 

Arian party; and Eazoius the Arian was 
_ made Bifbop of Antioch : and Baronins 

Baron. ad makes the Schifm to begin from the ordi- 

Ae ig * pation Of Paulinus by Lucifer Caralita- - 
nus ; however this were, we never find. 
the Ordisation of Meletins difputed by. 

| : the 
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the Catholick Bifbops 3 and when S. Athé- 
napus writes a Synodical Epiftle to thofe 
of Axtioch, to compofe the differences | 
among them upon the ordination of Pa#- 
linus, he gives this direction to the other 
Catholick Chriftians conceming MMeletins 
his party, who met & si aaud (fo the 
place of their meetizg was called, being 
m the old City, which the interpreter of 
Athanafins renders in veteris Ecclefie com- Athanaf. 
munione) that they foould receive thofe *t la ad 
who came to them from the Arians with- ers. 
ont requiring any more from them, than 
the renouncing Ariani{m and fubfcribing | 
or cwning the Nicene Creed ; Whereby, 
‘the Arian Baptifm and Orders were al- 
lowed. But we have a fuller Tefimony 
of the general fenfe of the Church of that 
Age as tothis matter of the Arian Ordi- 
ations + Ruffinus faith, that when the Ruffn.bif. 
Gatholick Bifbops were returned from ba- he a 
nifoment, feveral of them met together at 
Alexandria to confult what was to be 
done with thofe who had received Orders 
from the Arian Bifbops ; and after conful- 
tation about it, it was décreedin Council, 
that only the Heads of the party fbonld be 
rejected, but othersveceived to the exer- 
cife of their Prieftly Office : upon which 
Afterius was difbatched into the Eaftern 
| | | parts 
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parts to fettle the Churches there, and. 
Eufebius isto the Weftern: but he return- 
ing to Aatioch, found that Lucifer ia the 


mean time had broken his promife in the 


Confecration of Paalinus, asd Enfebius 
therefore would not own him as Bifbop 3 
which fo earaged Lucifer, that he quar- 


yelled: with the decree of the Alexandrian 
Council about receiving the Arian Bifbops 


and. Priefts upon difowning their Herefie. 
And fo the Luciferian. Schifm began: for 


the followers of Lucifer charged the Ca- 


tholick Church with being the Synagogue 
of Antichrift. for. recewwing the Arian Be- 


Hieron. ad- (hops, as appears by S. Hierom ; for they 


_ -uerf. Luci 
ferian. init. 


83. 


yielded tothe receiving the penttent Lazty. 
but nor the, Clergy ; allowing the rien 
Baptifm, buraot their Ordénations: upon . 
which S, Aeron triumphs. over them. 
And he faith, that etsht “Arian Bifbops 


were received in. the Cowncil of Nice, al- ° 


though their. Aviani{m were declared be- 


fore: andthat.the decree of the Alexaz-— 


‘Arian Council. was univer fally received by 
the. Church : which is as ample a Teffi-— 
mony to.our.purpofe ascanbedelired. 


_ Next to. contradi(tions, T. G. charges 
me with maintaining /franze Paradoxes, 
which he puts into the Title of one of 

—— oe his 
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his Ch 


apters in thefe words, 4 ftrange Pa- 7...76; 
| radox, advanced by Dr.St. What can an f 
Image do to the heightning of Devotion or 
raifing affections ? Not ‘finding my felf 
to be any great lover of Paradoxes, but 
of plain and ufeful Truths, I wasthe more 
~ curious to find ouc what Paradox it was I 
had broached. And fearching for the 
place, I found thefe words, ‘* And can 
<¢ any one imagine, there fhould be greater 
“irreverence of God shewn in calling him ~ 
“Sto witnefs upon every flight occafion, 
‘chan there is in bowing down before a 
* block or a hewen ftone, reprefenting God 
~ “co my mind byit ¢ What can SUCH 
San Image do to the heightening of devo- 
“tion, or raifing affgGions ¢ This is the 
monftrous Paradox advanced by me, viz, 
that fuch a grofs reprefentation of God by 
an Image doth tend more to abate than 
yaife our eftimation of him: which is fo 
far from being a Paradox, that I have 
herein the cqnfent, not only of the anci- 
ent Fathers, but of the greateft Patrons of © 
Imagesinthe Eaftern andweftern Churches, 
till che laccer times, as I havefhewedal- 
ready. But 7.G. fects himfelf very indu- 7 6. p. 86. 
ftrionfly to prove that ‘Pictures have an‘ ?™ 
advantage in reprefentation above living 
Creatures ; which he doth with greac 
~*~  & | force 


| (860) _ 
force of wit and ftrength of Reafon 3. be- 
_caufe Ladies fit, €fometimes to make. 
_ Madonnasby ) fox their Pictures, and 
Authors Pictures dre fet before their 
- Books 3 (itis pitty we want our Authors 
on fojuft an occafion) and men keep the 
| Pittares of their Friends (and Sign-pofts 
are very ufefulin Lozdon f{tréets, and may 
{fnggeft many good meditations to men, as 
the three Nuns or the like ) dst to hold the 
contrary opinion, is the way to undo the 
company of Pidtare-drawers (which would 
_be’a great unkindnefs to all ingenious Ar- 
tifts; ) but the moft difmal confequence of 
my doctrine is, that the Ladies inflead of 
the Pictures of their Friends [bould wear 
Ants and Flies inCryftal cafes 3 andinflead 
: of their own pictures the Apes and Ajfes 
| fhould be fent them ; which I brought in fo 
lamely, anid the Tygers tod if they can. 
catch them, as greater refemblances of 
their Perfections: Thefe paflages, I hope, 
were intended for falliesof Wit; which 
do become T.G. as well in this argu- 
ment, as dancing upon the Ropes would 
do a Capucin Frier in his habit, Bue 
 , whence comes all this Rage of wit ? this 
: = arming alk the Pezczls and brufbes of the 
| ‘Town againft me ¢ this :4ppea/ to the 
Ladies againft the pernicious copfequences> 
| | jp x« * of 


—— 
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of my opinion.? this hurrying of mé 
from the Playhoufe and the Scenes there to 
the Bear-garden, to the Apes, and Affes, 
cand Tygers ? All this arifeth only from this 
‘innocent faying, “thar icfeemsmore reaz 
**fonable'to me to Worfhip God by pro- 
“<ftrating my felf to the Sun, nay to an 


‘ Ant or a Fly, than to 4 picture or an 
“< Images for in the other I fee great evi- 


<* dences of the Power, and Wifdom and 
~€€Goodnels of God, which may fuggett 
<* venerable apprehenfions of. God to my 


“mind 5 whereas thefe can have nothing — 


<¢ worthy admiration, unle(s it be theskill of 
che Painter or Artificer. .Hinc ille lachry- 
ma! Could I ever have imagined thae 
thefe words being f{poken. meerly wich 
a refpe@ to the reprefentation of God in 
order to Wor[bip, fhould have raifed the 
. dirrierebanof allthe Ladies and Painters 
againftme? If nothing will fatishe T. G. 


but having it wader my band that I had 


mo malicious intention againft the énge- 
nious art of Painting, nor any defign to 
suine the company of pécfure-drawers, I 
_ do hereby give it him, and with this hum- 
ble acknowledgement I hope the parties 


- concerned will reft facisfied. Ic is notin. 


the point of bare reprefentation 1 com- 
pare pictures and Gods Creatures ;.buc it 
a BEE is 


(82) 
is imreprefenting thofe perfec#ons which 
are the ground and Reafen of worfbip ; and 
here I ftand co it,that the leaft living Crea- 
ture is afar better Image of God, than an 
old Man in Pontifical habits, or the beft: 
Crucifix in the world can be: é.¢. it £e- 
prefents more thole perfecFions for the fake 
of which I give divine Worfbip to God. | 
7.G-7.89- Buc T.G. faith, that Atheifis will deny 
the perfections of the Creatures to be any 
evidence at al of the being we call God; 
but cannot deny 4 Crucifix to sh to 
their own thoughts that Perfox whom we 
believe to be God ? This is very ill put ; 
for he fhould have parallel'd bind men 
and Atheé/ts together ; and Idare fay no 
blind man difcerns more of the excellency 
or likenefs of a Pédare, than Arheifts do 
of the perfedtions of God by his Creatures, 
If men will (hut their eyes, what can a 
Crucifix doto raife affections ? and if cheir 
eyes be never fo open, ic can only reprefent 
__ thae which falls infinitely fhore of being 
a Reafon for Divine worlbip. For, as to 
the meer reprefentation of Chrzfts humanity 
by an Jmsage, whoever difputed with 7. G. 
abou the dam/fulne/s of it 2 but if he goes no 
farther than reprefentation, or ahelp to me- 
mory OF apprebenfion, T.G. knows well 
enough, he falls fhort of whatis ses ag ae | 
; | AMIN, 
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him,by the Decrees of their Cowncils,and thé 
conftant practice of their Church, abotte 
which our Controver fie with.them is. 


— To the former paradox I added thefe 9.4, 
_ words, “chat I cannot for my heart under- 
“ftand why I may not as well, (nay bet- 
“ter) burn incenfe and fay my Prayers | 
“to the Sun, having an intention only to 
‘honour God by it, as to do boththofe._. 
“to an Image? Here T. G. gives me warn- 7.¢,», 99; 
ing mot to fay my Prayers to the Sun no 
mare than they do to Images ; he needs 
not give me that warning, for I never in- 
_ tend to do ic fo much ; for alchough he 
~ would infinuate that Zkwow they do not , 
Thope he will change his mind when he . 
reads the account I have given of their 
practifes in that particular ; but I only 
pretended to pray to the Sun having an in- 
tention to honour God by its andin this 
‘fenfe I am fure 7. G,, cannot deny, thar — 
they pray to their ~~ Bat if Ido 
not [ay my prayers to the Sun, but only 
bow down to it, fo it be not ont of igno- 
vance, or Heathenifws, or to give {candal 
to weak Brethren, he gives as much li-. 
_ berty as I could with, and he quotes S, Leo 
for ittoo, in that very place where he con- 
dcmas it, asappears by the laft words he 

7 Fffa cites 


\ 
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peor. cites out of him; ‘lee the Faithful there-. 
fore abftain from fo perverfe and worthy 
to be condemned a Cuftome, nor let the 
honour dae to God alone, be mixed with 

their rites who ferve the Creatures, for 

the Holy Scripture faith, Thow fbalt. wor- 

—— foip the Lord thy God and him only fbalt 

- thon ferve. q@ Where the reafon he gives 
againft it, is not as 7.G. infiniiates, de- 

caufe there were fome Reliques of Paga- 

nifm remaining, but becaule it was grving 

| the Creature part of that Honour which 
<p 93+ due toGod alone. But T.G. offers to give 
me aclear folution to my f{cruple; which. 
he does in two particulars, 1. That al- 

though the Creatures do reprefent God af- 

ter their manner, yet it is fo rudely, re- 

motely, darkly, and imperfectly, that there 

‘ts need of a great deal of difcourfe to def- 

cover the analogy or proportion to their 
‘Creator ;'and they are called the footfteps 

of God ;--whereas an Image (for exam- 

‘ ple) of Chrift is fo apparently reprefenta- 
tive of him, that upon fight thereof our 
thoughts fly prefently unto a By which. 
argument S. Pasi was ftrangely miftaken 
Rom.t.20 when he talked of the Etermal Power of 
God being fo known or manifeft by the 

things that are feen, that eve the Hea- 

thens were left without excufe ; 20 fuch 

= <n: matter 
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matter, faith T.G. the Creatures repre- 
feat God rudely, remotely, darkly and im- 
perfectly s which make an excellent para- 
phrafe onthe words of the Pfalmift, The 
Heavens declare the glory of God, and the 


Ffal. 19. 3, 


Firmament fbews his handy-work,. Mens. 


. bandy-work by Images will do it rarely, 
prefently, effectually, inflamingly ; but 
Gods work doth it duly, remotely, rodely, 
and imperfectly, O bow much the ski 
Of a painter exceeds the Power of God ! 
“Whereas in truth the leaft work of Na- 
cure infinitely exceeds the greateft art of 
man in curiofity, beauty, ftrength, propor- 
tion, and every thing that can difcover 
Wifdom ot Power. But, faith T.G. they 
ware calledGods footfteps, and to gether the 
height and bignefS of Hercules from his 
footftep was not the work of every. vulgar: 
capacity, whichis a very Childith Hie of 
reafoning, and taken only from. fuch a 
Metaphorical expreffion that Kefquez calls 
it a frivolous argument that is taken frorh 


its.: I, butche pretty ftory of Hercalesand 


thae pur together make a pleafant jingling : 
and looks like. Reafon to thofe that know 
_ mot what it means. Muft men take the 
" meafure of God jnft by the fame Geometri- 
cal proportions-that he did, that gathered 
the: height and bigne[s of Hercules by bis 
ae Fff 3. = foot ? 


’ 


, 
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| foot ? This fort of witis adelitare thing, 


Vafquer 
Fe Be 


and endures no rough handling. Bur ftill 
J fay icisnotin the meer quicknef of re- 
profentation, but in the perfections repre- 
fented, that. natural things do fo far ¢x- 
ceed the moft artificial Images , and we 
are to confider that in all reprefentations 
of obje és of wor{bip, thofe are the moft ex- 
eellént which beft fet forth the Natsre of 
that Beiag as it deferves our worfbip. 
Now in this refpect, che works of Creation 
manifeft Gods eternal Power, and what is 
icthe Jrwage of an Old max reprelents? So 
that comparing thefe two, the Sux, Afoon 
‘and Stars doin regard of real veprefenta- 


tion of the Divine Being, much more de- 


ferve to be worfhipped than any Jwage 


whatfoever.. And Vafgwez doth well 


prove that upon the principles of sr. 
Joipping Images, one may lawfully worfbr 
God in any Creatare whatfoever. Forif 
the prefesce of God inthe swage by a meer 
fiction of the mind, be a fufficient Groawd 
to worfbip that Image ; is not Gods real 
prefence. Ws every ereatmre a far betcer 
round and reafon to worhhip ic? and all 
the diftin@ions and evafions which ferve 
in one will equally ferve in the other cafe. 
How earneftly did 7.G. contend for de 
worfeip of Goks Foetffool ? and why may 


a (897) | 

not His Foot/teps be worthipped as well as 
His Foot /tool ? Lam fare T.G. himfelf could 
not have taken the betgbt and bigne/s of 


| _ Herestes fromhis Feotftool, which he faith, 


was, done from his Foot/eps ; and there- 

fore one comes nearer to the thing wor- 

fhipped chan the other. Curdizal Lago 

gives an excellent anfwer to this Afetapbor 

of the Creatures being Gods Footfleps 5 For Lugo de 
{zith he, they may be worfbipped for all Wire 
that , for do not we wor{bip the Foot(teps dip. 37. 
of Saints ix many Churches? how much 
— onght we te adore the Footfteps of 

God ? -* = Oy 


_ Bue.7. G. gives: another reafon againft 9. 5. 

worhipping the: Creatures, vic, That | 

there ws grenter danger. of terminating TG-?-939 

the wrfoip aposthem,than spon an Image;’*' 

becaufe they are Creatures fubfifting of 

themfelves, and are the caufes of veal be- 

nefits to mankind. If there be more dan- - 

gerjin the one, chere is more folly in the 

other, in che fjudgement of the Fathers, | 

who Jooked on the werfbip of Images as 

the moft filly and childith thing in the 

world; while they thoughe the worfhip 

: of the heavens veryexcufable, * Upon this 
ground JI had {aid before, it follows, thac 

whac-deferves moft honour fhould have the 

rn Ffft 4 leat 


(808) , 
leaft given it, and that which deferves 
leaft, fhould have moft; for the danger 
is ftill greater, where the excellency is 
greater; anid by this reafon we ought ra- 
ther to worship a Beef than a Saint, for 
there is lefs deager of terminating the wor- 
fhip on oge than on the other,’ and fo che 


_ Egyptians were more excufable than the — 
- Paptfts. . Thefe words he returns upon me, 


TG. p86. 


on a very flight occafion, viz. fetting the 
Sun before an Ant or 4 Fly, as though 


‘they. had been a Reefon of my giving; 


whereas I only fhew the ridiculou{nefs of 
thiswhich is the only pretence they have 
for not worfhipping God by-a living Old 


‘ Man, as well as by- the. PscFaré. of one. 
And if this be all 7.G. hathto fay, -I fee 
till che diftinctions of Souersign and in- 
. feriour, of abfolute and relative worfbip 


~ ; a 


will bear any: man out in -the worfbip of 
any Creature with a re{pe& to God, as well 


at Jeaft as it doth them.in the worfhip of 


Images, Vafquez faith there are thefe fe- 


.veral grounds for the. wor{bip of a Crea- 


Waly. ubi 
fp. 


ture among them. 1.: Reprefentation, 
which belongs to a®: Image, 2, Contact, 
although long-fince paft s thence:they. wor- 
Ship the Crofs, Nails, Garments, and other. 
things that hadtoucbed the bodies of Chrift 
or the Saints, 3Union', thence they wor- 


. foip 


» 
2, 
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foip all Reliques which had been parts of 
the Saints. 4. Prefence : thence God be- 
ing more prefent is bis works, than any 
Saint can bein a Garment he did once 
| wears, there is more Reafon to worfbip God 
in Huw.works, than any Saintin Reliques. 
Cardinal Lugo affigns thelt feveral Rea fins 
for. the worfhip of God in. any Creature. | 
xi) Becaufe they wor[bip the work of mens rugo ap; 
hands, asthe hand-writing-of any Saint, {y.— 
much more ought we to’ worfbip Gods works 
with aRelative worfbip. :2. ‘Becauf they — 
worfbip the very places where the Saints — 
‘bavebeen s ‘asa Stone on which they have 
fatey for.the fake of cintact and propin- — 
quity,. muih wore ought we to svoifbip Gods 
Creatures,-to-whom He ts far nearer than 
the Rody of 4Saint toa Stone, 3. Becaufe | 
they receive gifts from Princes with great 
veneration, although mean in themfelves 
therefore fince all the Créatures are Gods 
gifts we may worlbip them for Hw [ake. 
he Becaufe a:man is the living Image of 
‘God, therefore as a Wooden Image may be 
worlbipped for the fake of the exemplar, . 
psuch more; faith he, ought fuch a lively 
Image as muh is, Thas we fee how menof: 
the greateft-underftanding among them; 
have difcerned the neceflary- confequente 
of thir on pipes of arfip, and 


“a 
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find there is no defending them, without 


yielding the lawfulnefs of wor/bipping God 


through any of His Creatures ; and diving 


; men rather than dead Images, on the ac- 
— count of a fuller reprefencatioa of God ; 


and faith Lago, with the wer[bip of Latria, 
in re[pech of God, and an tafertour worfbip 
on the «account of His proper =o 


Af men had fer, a oppofe 
C 


doctrine of the Primitive Church about Dé- 


Vine Worfhip, they could not have though: 


-of a principle more. dire@ly, oppofite to 


the general fenfe of ie thanthisis, of the 
lawfulne{s of the worfbipal | Creatures, 


~ Bue chere.are two cafes wherein chey will 


not allow it... 1.. Inthecsfe of imdecency, 
although there have been a reatcontadé . 
thus the ps of Fudes are excepted, al- 
though they.touched Chriff. Aad Cardénal 


. ago with particular caution excepts the 


Yael of the Afs.en which Chréf rode to Je- 


sofalem. . Bus: faith Arriaga, There was 


- ‘prriag. de todignitas. moralis, that did hinder the 
Dty[ter 


wor{bip of Judas his tips ; however he doth 
not underftand, bow this can cat off the 


2 edorability of them on the. principles of 
°* Mafquez and. Lugo. As to the Afs on 
— wnbich Chrift- rode; there are fome, faith 


he, do yield that'it might be worlbipped s 


awd the Mule, '.and the Afs which ftood o | 


| (811) | 

the Maunger, as well as the Maunger it 

Self: but it may be, it were better denied, 
becaufe there is, faithhe, Lknow not what — 
meanne{s in it which binders adoration:but 

he adds, shat in all thefe moral things very 

much depends on the apprehenfion of the 
perfons ; andin cafe the intention be right- 

ly diretted, he thinks it very hard ( upon 

their principles ) to prove that God cannot 

be worfbippedin any Creature, 2. Incafe 
Of publick [candal chey do not allow it. 

Not from any rea! bert inthe thing, but 
becaufe the People have been only hitherto 
accuftomed to worfbip Images, and Re- 
biques Of Saints, The danger, faith Vaf- 

quez from Cajetan, would be nonetoun- 
derflanding men, but only tothe rude and 
‘dgnorant people, that cannot [0 caftly appre- 
hend Godin His Creatures, as inan Image, 

and withell it would favour of PGR de 
' fuperfiition. But it were well they would © 

' confider the Azfwer they give us in this 
cafe, when we urge the fame argument _ 
—againft che swerfbip of Images: Hold, fay - 
they, « meer {candal ts no reafon totake rviamb. de 
away the ufe of athing, if it be fuch as doth Miftr. 
not avife fromthe nature of the thing ; but pee se 
only by accident through the malice or igno- dif. 3- 
vance of the Perfons.So thatin this cafe no- "> 
thing is,wanting, but well énftrudting the 
= , | People ; 


N 
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Peoples and upon their principles of worlbip 
they may revive the wor/bip of the Hof jof 
Heaven, the Fire,and water,and Trees,and — 
the Earthic felf; and it is but conquering 


-alicele (queamishnefs of ffomach at firlt,the 


0. 6 
T.Ge Pol 18. 


pe 119. 


very Tail of the Afsonwhich our Saviozr 
rode, willgo down withthem. And now 
I leave the Reader to judge which of us two 
is guilty of the greater Paradoxes. 


. Inowcome tothe great rock. of offence, 
the fecond Council of Nice: which, he 
faith, / moft irreverently call that wife 
Syxod ;- upon which he falls into a very 
Tragical exclamation , that I fhould dare 
to reflect fo much: dif/bonour ona. Council, 
wherein there were 350, Fathers, with 
the Popes Legats , and the Vicars of the 
Oriental Patriarchal Sees; and yet him- 
felf calls the Council of Conftantinople a 
Conventicle, wherein there were.338. Be- 


-” fbops ; Cand doth he chink the namber of 


carol. de 
Imag. ls Ae 
C.13. 


twelve more: in one than in the other, 
makes fuch a huge difference in point of 
Wifdom? ) But the Asthor of the Caroline. 


Book faith, That by their own confeffion. 


they were but 306. And the Council of 


- Francford ( which oppofed this, and of 


' which T. G. {peaks not very honourably, 


as] fhall make appear ) confifted of abour 


300, , 
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500. Bifbops, by. the confeffions of their 


own Writers : fo chat if number carries 
it, Ihave above 600. Bifbops of my fide ; 
and if they were wife,the Nicene Council 
wasnotfo. Icisthereforein T. G’s choice 
tocall 300. or 600, Bifbops, Fools. But 
sf he be guilty of the fame fault, that 
doth not excufe me for peaking fo Ironical- 


Ly, of {olawful, fo general, fo judicious a 


Council, as that at Nice was : and there- 

fore he advifeth me to recant, and to follow 
the example of Gregory of Neocelarea : 
I hope he doth not mean in the way of 
|S. German; although one of that name 


was a great Patron of Images about that — 


time. . Bur if this Co#scil were neither 
fo lawful; fo geueral, nor {0 judicious as 
7. G. pretends, for all chat] know, the 
Reéhor of a Parochial Church never to be 
found in the lift of any General Council 
(which is a fhrewd aggravation of my 


faule) may have leave co call the fecond — 


Councilot Nice, a wife Synod. 7 
1. I fhall enquire whether this were a 


lawful General Council, and fo received | 


‘by the Church: There are three things 


T.G. infiftscntomakechisour. 1. That 
st was called by the Popes Authority ; 
: which he knows we deny to be fufficient to 


_make a lawful General Council, forthen , 


every 


. 
4 
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every Affembly of Bifbops at Rome called - 


by the Pope would be a General Council. 


2. The confent and prefence of the Patri- 
archs. 3. That it bath been received as 
fuch by the charch,. But I thal) make it 
appear, chat it was juft {ach another Geae- 


, . val Council as that of Trent was, andma- 


naged with as much fraud and colluftes ; 
and that it was not received by the Church — 
as a General Conxcil.. 1. Astothe pre- 
fence and conferxt of the Patriarchs ; this 
Councilintheir Synodical Epiftle boalt that 
they had the concurrence of Eaft, weft, 


. _ North and South : Which is {uch an extra- 


vagance, thac no fober men would have 
been guilty of, that had any regard to 
Truth ox Honefly , or did in the leaft con- 


fider the State of the World at chat time. 


The weftern Bifbops were never fo much as 
fammen' a, the Patriarch of i was 
dead, the Eafferm Patriarch, and the Pa- 
triarch of Alexandria were neither in con- 
dition co appear themfelves, nor to fend 


— Legats thicher ; which Barosius ingenu- 


Baron. ad 


A.D. 785. 


Chriffian. 


Lupein 


Conc. T. 2. 


f. T2100. | 


oufly confefleth: Becasfe Aaron who was 
then Chaliph of the Saracens, was a great 
enemy to the Chriftians, underwhofe do- 
minion at that time they were. Although 
Chriftianus Lupus, a Profeffor of Divinity 
at Lovain, makeshim a great Frierdto 

a | the 


a | oe 
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__ the Chriffiens in Egypt ; whichis not only 


contrary to Baroniue, but to the Sypeds- 
cal Epiftle, the two Monks carried tothe 
Councs!, from the Atonks of Paleftine , 
and was read and approved by the Couscil, — 
Theophanes faith, That the Emprefs and Theophe 
Patriarch, both fent to the Patriarchs of cbrongr. 
Alexandria azd Antioch, while the Peace AB hs 
continued: byt [oon hid upon Aaron’s Mifcell,. 
being made Chaliph, the peace was broke 3730-333 
and there was no liberty ‘s the Patriarchs 
either togoor fend. 

But do we not read in the 4éfs of the 
Council that John appeared and fubferibed 
as Vicar of the Ortental Patriarchs + and 
Thomas as Vicar of the Patriarch of Alex- 
andria'? Very true: but Baromine gives 
an excellent account of this notori- 
ous cheat, The Legats that were (ent to 
the Patriarchs did never arrive at Antioch 


or Alexandtia ; bat coming into Paleftine, 


they there underftood what a grievous per- 
fecation the Chriftiens fuffered under the 
new Chaliph, and thet if it fhould be dif- 
covered what errand they went upon, it 
wonld not only hazzard their own lives, 
but of all the Chriftians of thofe parts s 
therefore they forbore going any farther, 
and acquainted the Monks of Paleftine 
mith theer defign; who met together, _ 
a | _ b00 
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took upon them to fend thefe two, John and 
Thomas as the Legats of the Patriarchs of 
Antioch 2d Alexandria: ‘For Theodorus 
_ Patriarch of Ferufalem was lately dead. 
And thefe two were the goodly Vicars of 
' the patriarchal See’s which fate and fub- 
-{cribed in their names in this moft Oecume- 
- "nical Conncil; and pafied in all the és 
4&7. of it forthe Legats of the Oriental Patri- 
558 archs, For they fubfcribe chemfelves Ze- 
gats of the three Apoftolical Sees, Alexan- 
dria, Antioch, ad Jerufalem : and yec. 
the fummons never came-to either of the 
Patriarchs, but they were in cruth only 
the Plenipotentiary Monks of the Patrie. 
archal Monks. of Paleftixe.: So both Ba- — 
vonius and Binius confefs they weré only. 
the Afonks that feat them, and they call. 
themfelves Eremites in the beginning of 
ss their Epéfles and yecin the Ads of chac 
- Bin, not.in Cownecil they pafs for very great men of the 
| | Conte Eff, and Ewthynsins Bifbop of Sardis calls 
concit, them the Patriarchs of the Eaff ; and Epé- 
Nic. At3< phanius takes it.for granted thatthe Let- . 
(P18719°° tens were fent by the very fame towhoms 
7 Tarafius divested bis when the very Let- 
ters themfelves, . which were read in the 
Council, fhew thatthe Patriarchs of An-. 
| tioch and: Alexandria.were never confulted 
_ with, And yet Chriflianms Lupus — 
Ca fe ate 


) \ 
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Tate Notes on the Canons of the. Geseral leone 
| Councils, very fairly cells a.formal ftory.of can.concit, 
| Politian, Patriarch of Alexandria, .and ee - 
| Theodoret of Antioch, and Elias of Feru- - - 
fatem, fending thefe for their Legats to 
‘thé Council (I had thought ic had been 
only che Popes Prerogative tomake titular 
Patriarchs) and he gravely magnifies the 
zeal and courage both of the Patriarchs and 
Legats for venturing fo much ix [uch 4 
time of Perfecution: and then falls into 
a mighty Excominm of the two Legats that . + 
Tarafiys fent ;. for venturing through 4° 
thoufind deaths to get to the Patriarchs; 
when God knows they never came near 
them. But which is far more to be won- 
dred at, Pope Adrian in his Anfwer to 
Charles the Great about the Nicene Synod | 
had the face to fay, That the Synodical Adrian. 
“Epifile of the three Patriarchs, of Cofmus Su Sot 
OF Alexandria, and of Theodore of. Anti- concil. — 
och, (it feems Elias is turned to Theodore P- 924> 
again) and Theodore of Fernfalem was 
readand approved in this Council of. Nice:s 
than which (with his Holinefs’s. leave) 
there never was a more notorious falfhood, |. +. 
unlefsic werethatof Tarafies;.whoupon .:.. - 
the approbation of thefe Zetters.of the. = —- 
Monks; cryd-out, That the Bal and p. rx 
the weft, the North and the Sonth were all 
ay Ggg = greed § 


‘ 
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. agreeds andthe whole Council followed 
this. with an acclamation of Glory be to 
God that hath united uss whenthe Eaffers 
Patriarchs knew nothing of the Cosncil , 
the weffern Bifbops oppofed it as foonas 
ever they knew it. And was not thisa 

very hopeful’ General Conncil, havin 
7.G.p.118.a8T.G. faith, The Popes Legats for Prefi- 
dents, andthe Vicars of the Oriental Pa- 

triarchal Sees afiftingin it? = : 


%7: 2: That ic was not received for a Gene- 
val Council by the Church. For evenin 
the Greek Church it {elf, Theopbanes only 

roe, faith, That the Emperour called together 
chron. all the Bifbops within his own Dominions ; 
389 which is faid likewife by Landulphus Sa- 
gaxs only Theophanes would have it be- 

Pest. lieved that the. Oriental Patriarchs fent 


- Deacon. 


239.733. *beir Legats, which was very falfe: asnot 
-"” only appears from che very Adts of che 
Council, wherein the Afoaks Letter is in- 
ferted , but becaufe this Council was not 
received many years after in thofe Patr?- 

archal Sees ; whichis evident from Photius 

phost ‘DUS Encyclical Epiftle to the Patriarch of 
Epift.2, Alexandria aod others, not long fince 
60 ~~ publifhed in Greek froma Mf. brought out 
. , Of thez«f; wherein Photins expoftulates 
the cafe, why the Nicene Council was not 

ae | | ~ Tes. 
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— -wecetved among them, as the fix General 
Councils were. In that Copy which isex- 
tant in, Baronius, tranflated by Aetins, 
and with great diligence compared with — 
- two Mf. whereof one was avery ancient 
one, it is faid exprefly, That st wasre- Barone 
ported among them that mone of the 4.” 8636 
Churches under the Apoftolical See of Alex-— a 
andria did owns the Nicene Synod for 4 Ge- 
eral Council; which in B. Montagues 
Copy is mitigated into forme; but by che 
tenour of his Difcowrfe it appears, st was 
not publifbed in their Churches, nor receé- 
_ wedamong them as 4 General Conncit: and 
- heufech many arguments to perfwade them 
—toits among the reft he faith, That Tho- 
mas was prefent in it from his See, and 
others with him but he doth not fay, be 
came as Legate. Andhe hath feed out 
Companions for him too; which is more 
than the Wécene Cowncil di{covered: and 
yet heacknowledges that by reafon of the 
- perfecution of the Saracens, the Acts of 
that Council never came tothems which 
would be very ftrange, if the Patriarch | 
of Alexandria {ent a Legate thither, Ba- a 
ronins ingenuoufly contefles that this Ni- : 
cene Council was not received a3 an Oct 
menical Councilin any of the Eafterm Pae bn, 6, 
triarchates, excepting only that of Con- 
Ree Ggg2  — ftantix 
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ftantinople; and he is very hard put toit 
to prove that ic wasowned as fuch even at 
Rome it felf, becaufe Nicholaws 1. in a 
“Council at Rome in the canfe of Photins 
— reckons up but fix General Councils, which 
Photius wpbraids him withs -and it is buc 
a pitiful pretence which Baroniws hath for 
it, wiz. that they had only a bad Tran(la- 
| tion of it + {uch aoneasit was, it was of 
a vits Hadriaas procuring, as Anaffafsws faith. 

adrian.t. bg ate 
pig. Lf they had received it as a General Coun- 
cil, where were the Authentick Aéts of it 2 
orif they did not underftand Greek, could 
they not have procured a better Laténe 
Tranflation before the time of Anaftafins ? 
Buc the plain Truth was, although Pope 
Hadrian joined withit, and would not al- 
low Tarafius his being Patriarch ull he 
undertook to get the worfbrp.of Images’ 
confirmed, yet the Nicene Council was 
fo very illreceivedin the weflerm Church s 
that the following Popes were afhamed to 
| ‘eall it an Occumenical Council, as Bixius 
-_ _ confeffes in the very words of Baronins, ac- 
: cording to his cuftom.And long after cheir 
times, it was fo little known or efteemed 
emit, in the weftern parts, that Aquinas and 
Gewr the ancient Schoolmes never mention it in 
44, thematter of Jmages, but determine ‘ex- 
prefly againft it. Which either thews it 
an was 
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was not known, or had not any valae put 
upon its For if Baronius his reafon hold 
good, as foon as Axaftafivs had finifhed 
his Tranflation, this Cosscil would have 
been as much known here,, as any other $ 
and fo much the more, becaufe fo many 
Schoolmenx were concerned to juftifie the 
worlbip of Images, and they were fo much 
to feek for arguments to defend it, chat 
they would have leaped for joy to have ~ 
had a Decree of an allowed General Coun: 
cit on their fide; or if they had found ic 
againft them, they would fome way or 
other have anfwered ir. 


But the grearclt Teftimony againtt itis 9. 8, 
the Conscit of Francford, which exprefly | 
condemned it ; agd as Sirmondus confefles, _ 
Did not lodk upon it as an Occumenial Conn-* hs sai 
cil, bécaufe none but Greeks met in it, can. 2. 
and other Churches were not asked their (mil. 
opinion; nay, he faith, that Pope Hadri- oar 
an himfelf, did not give it the title of a 
General Council. To this T. G. anfwers, } 
That what weight foever that Exception TG. p.148 
carried at that time, yet it 0 certain now 
tt hath no force at all, fince the Council’ 


at felf hath for many hundreds of years 


«been accepted gs a true and lawfal Ge- 


—meral Couscil, and its dottrine as Cathi- 
| Geg3 lick 


x, 


: 
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Vick by all the Provinses of Chriftendom, 
andthe contrary to it condemned for Here- 


‘fie. This latter is evidently falfe, ast 


have fhewed before, and there is no reafont 
for the other ;. for by the confeffion of 
their own writers the Copies of this Né- 
cene Council \ay buried in thele weftern 


parts for many Ages, whichis the rea- 
— fonthey give why the Schoolmen take no 


notice of it ; and in the former Centary, 
the Copies of it were firft publithed from 
fome ff. that were very little known. 
The account whereof was, that this Coan- 


_ il meeting with fo brisk am oppofition 
from the Council of Francford and after- 


7 Spalat. de 
Repe Eccl 


4. Fe &. 12. 


Ne 59s 


wards from the GaHican Bifbops, and bein 

rejected hert in England by the confent of 
our Hifforians, the very name of it was 
almoft quite forgotten ; thence it never 
was once cited cither by fenes Aurelia- 
nenfis, ot Walafridus Strabo, as Spala- 
tenfis obferves, whenthey had the greateft 
occafion to doitin the matter of Jmrages. 
But when ‘the werfbip of Dnages began to 
be oppofed here in England by wickliffe, 


the defenders of it finding themfelves con- 


cerned to find out every thing that made 
for their advantage, Waldenfis having 


heard of fome fuch thing as. a Conscef 


againtt Jconoclafis, by Thomas and Fobn, 
f 


+ ones 
- 
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two Dominicans of histimeé, from 2 cere iparienp 
Sain Book; he adventures to fet it down Zn. 3. 


Sertur, as if he had been telling the /fory of 
— Pope Foam; and he faith, # was called an. 
der the piows Emperour Conftantius the fe- 


upon their report, bucfo fajntly with ‘we 71% 


1506 Meg 


cond, and Pafcafius: by which wemay fee © 


what an excellent account they had of this 
General Council ; but in the laft Century, 
Pet, Crabb, a Francifcan, with indefati- 
gable diligence fearching five hundred Le- 


raries for any thing pertaining toCowm- 


cils, lights upon the old Latin Edition of 
this Council, and publithed it 4. D.15§1. 
From that time chis was looked on and 


magnified as the feventh General Conncil. 


in thefe weffers parts, and its Asthority 
fet up by the Council of Trent: and the 
generality Of Divixes finding icin the Ye- 


lams Of General Councils and there joyned 


with them, fearch’d no farther, bucima- — 


gined ic was alwaies fo efteemed. — 


"But it may be fome will become conf- 
dent of it, when they fee fo good an Aa- 
thor as T. G. {peaking with fo muchaf- 


furance, That i¢ hath been received for 
many hundred years as 4 lawful General | | 


Councils If he fpeaks from the time of 
its being publifhed, he might as well have 
_ Gg 


g 4 faid 


en ¢:.. > ee 
°'-~ Said for may thoufand years. For 1. In 
“€- the “ge wherein it was firft fent abroad, 
.. it was utterly rejected by the Cosmcél of 
Francford ; ‘as not only appears by the 
Canon it (elf, but by che confeffion of 
fome of the moft learned and jadicious per- 
fons of the Roman Church: fuch-as Sér- 
Sirmond. mondus and Petras de Marca were: and 
Admon.’ - petavins contefles, That the Council meant 


10.2.Concil. eee . cen 
bro. « by the Council of Francford was the Ni- 


Piide cone Comncil, and not the former of Con- 
‘Conard, Atantinople, as Suri#s, Cope, or Harpi- 


Concord. -Sh@NAAM , Sado Denia! 9 ae 
Sacerd. 2. field, Sanders, Saarez, and others were 
Co 17s Ne 2eore ie se he Ds . , ‘ _ @ oe 
Petan. de Of Opinion: nay Labbe and Coffare in theit 
Incara.u1g. late Edition of the Corncils , have moft 
é. 11.4 impydently fet down this in the very Title 
Sur.admone : if che . ; 7) f , d hy ; 
adie. de OF the Council of Francford, That the 
Conil, * Adts of the Nicene Council in the matter 
py ai: i of Images were confirmed therein: where- 
t.'18,19. aS Sirmondus adds this to the Title of his 
Sander. de 4Admponition about the fecond Canoz of that 


: Imag. ¢. §- 


Suar. in 3. Connctl, Quo rejecha eff Synodus Nicena: 
p. T. disp. all which Advertifement they have very 
a. honeftly left out, although they pretend 
to give all strmondas his Notes. But the 

main pretence for this was, becaafe che | 
words of the Cason do mention the Cown- 

Conti. ctl of Couftantinople : which» Petavins 
ne - thinks was called fo, becaufe Conftantino- 
‘tis. ple was the Head of the Eaftern yoy itl : 
pr ro C 


at ee o 


a £825) 
“but thé plain reafon is, becaufe the Avicepe 
Council was begun at Conftantinople upon 
the 17 of Augutt ; bat: the . Emperonrs 
‘Guards wodld not endure their fitting whup. 
‘there, as Theophanes rdlates, upon which Chrongr. 
they were forced to rife, -and the Empre fs 38% 
found out a.trick to disband. the fulpeted 
Officers and Soutdiers, and broaghtinnéw 
ones; however it was thought convenient > 4 
the Council fhould fit no longer there, brie 
remove wnt Mice. And what a mighty 
abfurdity was thisto calla Goaneil, which 
was begun at Confantinople, thé Conffax- 
Finopolttan Council ? And it is obfervableé, .¢,5: a7 
that Gabriel Biel, who lived inthe latter incan. 
‘end of the ‘fifteenth Century ; quotes the “P49. 
‘Deerte of this Coamedl of Nice, under the 
Name of a Decree of the Council of Con: 
flantinople, ‘And che learned P. Pitheus 


Apeaking of Anafafias his. Tranflation, p. paper 


Calls it the Counce! of Conftantinople. The prefat as 
new French Axralift is fatisfed with nei: dae 
‘ther opinion, but he thinks, “Thar another Dia. 
Council of Conftantinople was cated be- 
tween the Nicene Council, and that-o a 

) Oe Oe ae ee oes cclef, 
Francford, s?hich did in expres words de- Franc. ad 
termine that the fame worlbip was to be + onl 
given to Images, which ts due tothe B. Tri- 
ity, and that the was the Council con- 
demuned at Francford : butthis ew Coun 
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' ¢sl is a meér invention of hisown, there 
_being no colour for it either from the Greek 
-Or Latin Hiftorians 3 and. in truth he pree 

_ tends only to thefe reafons, 1. Becanfe st 

 was-a Council of Conftantinople which 

\ was condemned. 2. Becaufe tt is not to 

| be fuppofed that the Council of Francford 

. fhould condemn the Council of Nice: For 

t & gq he faith, t¢ u& wat to be believed that fo 

many Bifoops, the Popes —_ being pre- 

fent, fhould mifunderftand the dottrine of 

that Council : yet this is all che refage 

: .-G, hath in this matter: and he offers 
 x10g,.ttom Petr. de Marca, to give a particular 
mnie account of it, To which plan so Thae 
the Author of the Careline Book (as I have 
already obfesved ) takes notice of this 

' paflage of the Bifbop of ConfFantia in Cy- 
prwss and alghough there were a mi/lake 

_. . inthe Tranflation of it, yet it ought tobe 
eadide: ODferyedthart, he faith, the whole Council 
insg. meant the fame which Conftantine fpake 
£3 &17- oy, although in words they denied it, and 
he there quoces the very words of. their de- 
nying it, Now sdoramus Imagines ut De- 
wim, nec ills Diving fervitit cultum impen- 
dimus, Gc. From -whenee.it is plain, 

_thae the weftern Church ne a | well 
enough whar they faid, and what they de- 
nied ; bur they judged, a 


, 


(827) a, 

all cheir words to the contrary,that they did 

really give that worfbip to Images which 

was due only to God; and no manthat 

reads the Caroline Book can be of another 
opinion. And T. G. is content to yield tt T.G.'p.146, 
of: the Author of that Book, fromthe Tefti- 
monies I brought out-of him ; but he 

faith, That Author was wot contented 


ith what the Council of Francford bed 


condemned. Which is a lamentable an- 

{wer fince Hincwarws faith, That thie winemay. © 
very Volume was it which was fent from Oprfist.20-) 
the Emperour to Rome by fome Bifbops past fe. 
againft the Greek.Synod;' and he quotes 62%. 
the very place out of it whichisftillextant = 
in that Book, And is it credible chat the 


would have the main Book to have been © 


: L, 15.120 
known is thefe parts (and. Caffander pro- x, al 


ed 


(323). | 
wod,, only fome excerpta were takep out 
of it and [ent tothe Pope. 1 am nat fa- 
tisfied with Petaveus his Realon, Beagle 
the Pope doth not anfwer all of st, (a bet- 

oar, dercaufe may be afligned for that ) but in 
"the Breface. of the Baok the Aurhor de- 
clares.chac.ic was done with the-Ldnvice of 

the Council ( Qued opus agereffé firmus 

eum conbibentia. faserdotuni in regno 2 
Deo nobis conceffe Catholicisgregibus pram” 

 aelerw, ae “Atoruer )-and Rellaxpinand Baropivs both 
Gori, grant, That thes: Borkcontains the Airs of 
neh the Council of Francford 3 However if 
4794 the Book ‘were . extant before under: the 
"3-66 name Of Charles, - if, is {9 much the mose 
improbable that if the Cagecé/ differed in 

opinion fromit,. the Zar*pts. out of this. 

Book. {hould befene asthe Reafons of rer. 

jetting the Nicene Syaed. And thas paf- 

fage which Hinxcmarys cites out of this 

Book, is very confidergble to our puspofe ; 

for the defign of it is to:shew, That.the 

Greek. Synod could have no pretence tobe 

eftecmmed 4 lawful Geveral Council, becanle 
- . . the dottrine of it was not Catholick, wtt-- 

. . they were the Aths of it dome by the uxt- 

“t  -werfal Church: aad in another place, That 
cavol.de Syuad is charyed with folly and prefumpti- 

| bnae. 3+ 00, ie. that being but one part of the 
5 Church, it foould dare to impife its De- 
| ye gs — erees 
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crees upon the Church wpthoat advifing 

and con{ulting with the other parts of 

#¢, ( debuerat enim ad circumjacentium 
provinciarum Ecclefias legationem fcifci- 

tativam facere, uctrum imagines adorari 

aut mon adorari deberent. ) For what 

Rage and Madnefs is this, for the Church 

of ome part to go about to determine that | 
which was never determined by the Apo- : 
files or their Succeffors, and to endeavour 

to Anathematize the Churches of the whole 
World? But this is curfing withost rerfon, 

anger without Power, damning without. 
Anthority: and therefore they are charged 

with no lefs than Luciferian pride for 

taking upon them to pronounce xAnathe- 

mas againft thofe who diffented from : 
them. Petavins faith, That when Pope Petai. di 
Hadrian feat the Acts of the Council tomam 
Charles the Great, and wonld have a ae . 
Council called to advife about it ; the Pope 
bad not yer declared it for an Ocecumenical 
Council! but if ic werenot then declared 
tobe a General Council, it is very unlikely 
he fhould do it afterwards whenhefound . - 
that three hundred Bifbops of Germas 2» 
ny, France, and Italy, faith Surinus, did{o 
ftiffly and refolutely, oppofe the definition 
of it in fpight of che Popes Legats, who 
were prefeac there, Which sella | 
ooo 2 : 


Egizherdi 
Anasales 
A.D.994 
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of theirs fhews, how very far this Council 
was from being received by the Charch as 
a lawful General Council ; and from the 
Anfwer of Hadriap it appears that it was 
not then folemnly confirmed by the Pope, 
nor ever after, chat we can find, till the 
Council of Trent. | 
2. Wehave the Teffimony of the beft 
Hifforians of that and feveral Ages after, 
that rhe Nicene Synod was not received as 
a lavful General Council, Inthe Aanals . 
Of Evishardus, who was Secretary to 
a the Great, we havethis Account, 
that mot many years before the Council of 
Francford, there wae 4 Synod at Conftan- 
tinople, which was called by themfelves, 
wot only the [eventh, but a General Coun- 
cil ; but Charles having fummoned to- 
gether 2 Council of Bifbops ont of all parts 
of hss dominions, it was there utterly re- 
jected, fo as not to be called or thought to be 


. ether the feventh, or 4 General Council. 


Hiftor. 

Frasc. 
Script. 

Coetan. 
_ Tom. 2 


& 3. 


The Annales Tiltani,Loifeliant, Bertiniant, 
Faldenfes, Metenfes, Laurifbamenfes, 


| Maffianenfes, Egraifmenfes being the belt . 


Records of that Age, all agree with Evin- 
hardus inthe rejecting of the Greek Synod ; | 
and moft of them call ic the falfe Synod, 
others fay, that which would be called the 
feventh and aGeneral Council ; and ae 
chee 


(831) 
thefe agree Ado Viexnenfis, Rhegino, Her- 
mannus Contratus and Urfpergenfis in their 


-feveral. Chronicles, wherein we have a ~ 


‘plainer Teftimony that this Council was 
rejected, than we have that any General 
‘Council was ever received. 


3- That this was not barely the feafe 
of that ge, but continued to be fo of 
fucceeding Ages, appears from the Te/fi- 
‘ mony | gave of she-Galican Church in the 
timeof Ludovicus Pius, and the Synod of 
_- Paris, A.D. 824. ‘wherein they perfifted 
in condemning che Nicene Synod, and the 


os 
Q. 105 


do@rine therein afferted: which fhews — 
evidently chat ic was no miftake of the - 


words of the Council which caufed the 
Council of Francford to condemn the Nj- 
ene: for Pope Hadrian had now written 


in Vindtcation of it, ahd endeavoured to. 
clear the fenfe of the Council, and yet 


after all this the Galican Bifbops adhéred 
to the fentence of. the Councst of Franc- 


ford. Tothis 7.G, returns only chis an- 7Gy.1§54 


{wer, that although they were of this opi- 


nion at that time, yet afterwards the do- 


étrine of the Nicene Council was received 
tn the Gallican Church. 1 proceed therefore 


to fhew, that im the time of the Contre. 


werfie between Fonas Anrelianenfis and 


— FBBBD Or, 

Claudius Taurinenfis the Galican Charch 

__ shad not changed ics opinion : ( Fenas lived, 
pel. de {aich Labbe, to A.D. 842.) For Bellar- 
Fane A, min yields that Jonas: denied. that pwd 
g20: —worfbip was to be given to Images, al- 
though he difputed againft Clawdiws Taa- 

| rinenfis who followed the opinion of Se- 
(403.4. venus dad.would have them. all deftroyed. 
Biblioth: Alarg. deka Bigne faith, that Jonas was 
Paty. To. 4+ oye of the Heads of thofe who oppofed the 
£533 pope and the Orientals, i.e. the Nicene. 
‘Synod in this. point of the worfbip of. 

j. 6g@.dorages, anid he callsit a fiperftitions and 
f-547- pernicious practice, from which the Galli- 
gan Church was free; etd a deteftable 
and moft micked errour ; nutwithftanding 

the Orientals pretended that they did not 
worlbip the Images, but the exemplars by 

them and he prays God they. may be at 

daft delivered. ont. of that. fuperflition: 
 awith fo, mucly:more to that parpofe, chat 
walafrid. it were endlefs. 60 Yepeat it. Walafridus 
Strabo de serabo who lived fome years after Fores, 


eb, Ecclef. ae Pan - : 
Me g. and mentions the death of. Ludovicus Pius, 


mer is yielded by Barenins to have beens of the 
( 2. 41> * fame optaion with Jonas in this matter: 
| - ‘and he faith, .al/ the hoxonr due to Images 
as barely wegative, wot to wmifufe or defirsy 
| them. Inthe fame time with foxes lived 
| —— Agbbardis Archbifeop of Lidas, and — 
a | ts i 


‘= 
. 
— ee oe 
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this day reckoned among the. Saints and 
Confeffours of that City ; of whofe do-" 

étrine [had given before an account from’ 
the abftraGt of Papirins Maffonus, and’ 

from thence I fhewed how zealous he was) 
apainft all wor/bip of images: and pros 
duced the Teffimony of Baluzius to thew. 1... 
that he [aid no more than the whole Gallican: 
| Church in that Age believed, T.G. gives up: 16:21 3o8- 
Agobardus 3 but he willnot yield that Bs- 
Luzinus faith any [uch thing, forthe French 
Bifhops alowed Images to be -kept faith 
Baluzius, that the faithful feeing then 
might be excited to the imitation of thofe 
holy perfons whom they reprefented : 
hs Agobardus went (0 far asto af- 
firm that they were kept for ormaments t 
delight the eyes, but not for the inftruttion | 
of the People ; may that they were mot tobe 
painted upon Church-walls, ‘ The words __ 
Of Baluzius are, Ego credidérim: Agobar* Bae ut 
dum feripfiffe qnod omnes tum in Galli” eo 
featiebants ‘and what fenfe can any manh 
make. of thefe words, if hé'‘did:- not bee f.2.. 
lieve, that what gobardas'wtote was thé ° =" 
feafe of the Galicak Church?‘ T-cannét **~ 
but pity 7. G, in thefe {traights he runs: 
himfelf into s he can-cfeep i att Afoafed, 

hole, but he foon grows too' big* ever: td 
get outdgain. :' For Balsins faith what f 
TESTI Eph A gffirmedj 


e-; 


: 4 
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ditrmed, and, Agobardus faith ‘no Fuch 

thing, ashe affirms of him ; and im chat 

very Symupfis of his doctrine by Maffonns, 

to which he'refesrs, we have jait the con- 
ya trary 5 Pilture afpeltanda caiefa biftorie 
aici 50. ” O _mempria, non ‘Religionss,; >. Amages are 
to be looked on for bifters 4 4 ra memory fake, 

bet wet. for Religion ; ane what is chis | 

but for infraitiqn of the people 2? Who- 

{ocyer ic was, that helped. 7. q. to. ‘this 
Gitation, 1 defire him as a Friend that he 

will never craft him more 5, for I. would 

think betcer_of T.G, himfelf, than chae 

he. would wilfully prevaricate, ‘Bur i if 

this were Azebardes his ops, why 

= we it got.in his own, won rather 

gan shale of ie Maen, wh o falks 


incon woe in that 


= “taken, fo pains to have'read over 
: sce it ae rit ie 


Sa ic pate Ba wh 
fips of Deets ey a it the 
he ¢ ily, a ows che 

ba ar fiom, Kamo 


it be ary for ms. £0 give ‘sin ich 


I 


(833) 
home-torafti ; for he lays him(elf{o open; 
and ufesio Jiccle art to avoid chem, that { 
mutt cithér do nothing, or expole his wesk- 
wef,and wantof skilL = 
. But ull this while we gre got wo farther 
than towerds the middle of the ninth Cen- 
pury, the Church of France might change 
Sts apinion after this ¥ime, and affert the 
Cearxcil of Nice to have beem 4 General 
Council, dnd fubitt. to the Decrees of tt. 
_ ¥ grant all this ro be pofible, but we are 
looking for certainties, and not bate pof- 

 fibilinies,. Hivcenarys. of Rbemes, a {tout Hiscmar, 
‘and underftahding Bithop of the GaNican 
church, died faith Bellermin, A. D. 8832. 
and henotbnlyicalls the Nicene Synod 
Hable General Covnsil, ouc he makes that at 
Prancford to betruly fo: (And thefe lacter cafer, de 
sworils of his are cited with neat pomcalag oe 
turd. Céfanes) cand he condemas bot aries de 
‘Factions. daendng the Greeks, of the Jcoxs- oo 
olefis, endof the Nicen? Fathers. | | 
whe fante sige lived Ansftafins Bibliothe- 
‘parins, whomade ichis bulinefs.co recom- 
whend dil:che Greek Canons and Councils to 
the ‘hatia Chérshi, (he was ulive faith 
Puroeans A. D.886,) He firt tranflaced 
the eighth General Covneil, atwhich him- 
felf was grefent 4 and whee -this was 
sbrond, te tells the Pope what 4 foleci[m 
a HWhhs . # 


C836) : 
Anafiei- it mould be, tobave-the eighth, without a 
fa ine fevensh, (bi [optima non babetur, arc 
Synod. . his very words )- from whence-it. appears — 
in how very little Regard’: that Counc 
Was in. the weffern: Chureb...-tt:%s: true, 
hé faith, # ‘wies.rranflated befone-: but it 
tas, almaofr “by "all Jo much.contergned, 
that it was fo far from. being-tran[eribed, 
that:it was not thought worth: readings 
‘This he wotld- have co-be:laid.upon. the 
tadne[s of the tranflation, (he hath mend- 
__. édthé matter much: whenin his Lives of 
YoY ihe popes; he faith se swesadane by the pare 
"“stcular Command. of Pope: Hadrian, and 
hid up inthis Satved ‘Library.. Buc when 
thé ‘hath faid his ‘uemolt forthe :catholick 
"Gt rine of Image-worfbip, :(asche. would 
—* 2 ‘have it believed) he cannocydeny that 
is. , the admirable #fefalneff of this: doctrine 
3 ‘yas not -yée ‘revealed. to fome. of the Gal 
Titan Chareh 9 becaufe. they [aid:it was not 
: ‘Lawful to “worfbip the work of: mens Hands, 
-. “After this time; came’ on the: atsdnight of 
the -chareh:¢ wherein the:very: names of 
- Godncils Were forgotten, -and mtn did only 
aream of wtiat had paft, bis all chings 
‘were judoed'pood, that ware got into any 
“Vooud in the: practice of theGharch ; yer 
‘even in-cha@ame we meet: with fome elic- 
“istidgtiof Iigirs eotigh'to ler us fee the 
as Boa. — Council 


Mgt NS ogee Sug eaaeTR Wah Begs My ey ge ee ep ke ee Se ee ree ee be ee, ne eee et Sein lee as 
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(837) oo 
Countilof Nee. had not prevailed over - 
the Weftexn Charch. Leo.Tafcus who was 
a Secretary to the Greek Emperour, and 
lived faith Gefser, A. D..1170. giving Gener.si- 
an account of .the Schifme between the 1%). T 
Greek and Latin Churches, hath thele 
words, (faith Caffander ) that among the Caffand. . 
_ Caufes.of the Breach, that Synod was to be. FP 19 
‘alfigned which was called by Conftanting «| 
and Teene, and: whitch they would have 
called the feventh, and a General Council.s 
-and he adds moreover, that it was not re-. 
 eetued even by the Charch of Rome, — A- 
bout: the year 1189, was.the Expedition -- . 
into Palefime by Fredericus Ainobarbus,.~ 
and Nicetas Acominatus, who was.agréat 


+ 
ne | 


Officer under the Greek Emperour, Ifacins Nictt. cho. 


. Angelus, Cand prefent in the Army faith i anal 

Baronins ) gives this account of the Ger- Baron. & 

‘mans opifion: in thofe times about -the 118916 

wworfbip of Images. Wher, faith he, all 

the Greeks had deferted Philippopolis, she 

Armenians flaid behind, for they. looked 

_ on the. Germans as their Friends, asd. 

agreeing with them in Religion, for the 
worlbip of Images is forbidden among. beth 

of them, Which being a Teftimony of fo 

: confiderable:a Perfon, and not barely con-.: - 

' cerning the opizton of fome Divines, but 

the geperal praitice of the people, doth 
a4 Hhh 3 fhew 


% 


(838) 
foew. chatinthe wwelfth Cesters, the wb 
gene Council bad not prevailed alt over 
phe wefora Church, when T. @. affirms ig 
—: Gid for many haadreds of years hefore the 
Reformation. Efpecially, af we confides 
| what che judgemenc and. practice of che 
pisunth, ddrmenians was, asitis delivered by Wi- 
Patr. To gon, (who is fappofed to have heen a 
1ST Seine and Asertye in Armenia, ) who 
faith, that they do not worfbip Images, 
and sheir Cabbolich Bifhoper Patriarch ox 
— communicates thofe that dv. Which is 
‘confirmed by what is faid to the fame 
‘Antier, sek pg! dfaat an Armenian Bifoop, who 
4, lived in the fame Century, viz, that they 


Bray. Dis pithans a learned and INgenugpUs Papit, 
rae if 


« confefles, thet it was but. very lately that 
——sthofe.of the. Gallican Church began to be 
fond of Images : and he writ that Epifele 
Wherein. thofe words, are cxiant, 4 2. 
4568, Surely he. did nos. think che do- 
oe ye —— — been re- 
eeived in the Gelhcaw Charch for men 
— eandeedyears, oe r 


®t .- Rap foppofe phe Adicene. Synod wene not 


—. Opeed for a General Connctlyet it mipghs be 
ery wife and jaditions Affe rmbly ; fa fay 
34 Yt thal, | 


- a 


(839) 

that, j is to reflect on the Emperoar Charles 
the Great and all che wefters Bifbops ix in his 
Dominions. Aud 1 a fare cheir' 
fion¢ would jattific fhe; if'T had frokeri 
_fharper without’ ant Fong: : for'in the C4- 
roline Book we frequently meet ‘with’ fach 
neffions as thee, concernin » thofe grave 
Fathers 5 at i227 fPulrifime o-' irr'atione: Lib. Cen 
bilitér putant 3 s tndotte' Gh inordinate dis U0 nse. 
cant: quam ‘b farde agant 3 gio 9 magne : = ie 
ft bemeritatir: icere 5 qiod 7208 Minh§ Offa © 19> 6620» 
tuibas fea pene plas cunitie there de: lice 
Liralfe dj been Deliv ame nts plena di- v6.0. 24. 
Ghio Leonie. Writs delir ants wt Wi ga 3 oO 
aes ‘ * Ridicalof & pueriliter dithars » 0.23. 6.29% 
inf fanft ty Bree + eens “five infipientér : 3 a 
dementia a prolatwm c rife diguam. Tithe cor}. tinge 
tile \h méndacio plenum, Dementiff.- ic 
msn O° rations carens Deliramentum, ér- 
rore scl " Falfifimivm o Fife digham., 

Ridicalo nuns. Didum. “Supercilefe = 
Adie. ixerunt. ‘Wien T.'G. hat | 
fidered thefe expreffions, and the férceaaid 
5 Bency of then, being allapp pipkete cothe’ 


athers of that’ ‘Niceke''S ine @: 
Wefterte Bi ena Lawes the mathe''of chet 
= Great, fhbly’ cool and“ abate 

Ris tage staid Ass er wfing only "that 
ironical ‘expreffvs" of That wife Sond 
And there's aoe tid! by | 


- js ba Se ke a “ATTY 
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g : 
a 


the pieene Fathers which isnot anfwered 
‘gn that Book,.to whom J may therefore bet- 

| ser referr him, than he doth me-to the 
Anfwers..0f, Epiphanius in the Nicene 
Gouycil for fasistaction of no lefs than 


’ i 3 


ze eight .aryvments (as himfelf numbers 


sey sty them ). of the Conftantinopolitan Fathers 


— Si214 "Boe shat he may oot think the greateft 


es ors weighe lies if! any thing thac is paffed by, 


og tae D fhall: briefly. confider the — he 


vt aa Mmakes for the Wigeme Syxod in the parti- 


scree Acylars- mentioned by him... 1. He faith, 
ge pac, That the Nicene Fathers did juftly plead 


po¥age ¢ | gay 
tz the continuance of Chrift. Kingdom againft 


pay 15, the Idolatry of Chriftians, becaufe God hath 


2. promifed that he will take away Idols from 
the earth, not for four or five hundred 
years, but-to the.endof the world. 1 de- 
fire T. G. .to.confider, whether this argu- 
ment would not have held aswell againft 


; the Catholi¢k. Bifbops who charged the Ar- 


rians with.Jdglatry ; andwhat anfwer he 
gives himfelf about that, will thew the 

| fesblenef of his.anfwer in this cafe. | And 
"the prapbecies, of the Old Tefament re-. 
~ lating to, Events unde, the, New ( fup- 
pofing’ shag doth f9,, which.is far from 
being cléar). do certainly, fhew. what the 
defen and tendency of the Chriftian do- 

er ‘ ; ~~ cfr ine 


U 


, ow 5 x 


ee eee 
ffrine is, and what would be if ‘rien did 
obferve it, As itis in all the-prephecies 
of che Peace and iw igi of thé world, 
notwithftandjneg whic 
atthe old Rate of quarrelling and Fight. 
ing under ‘new pretences : Jatt fo it is 
with Jdolatry, no dodtrine in the world 
would preferve men more effectually from 
it, if chey would obferveic ; bucif under 
the colour of .Chriftianicy they bring in 
only anew fcheme of it ; ic is ftill the fame 
kind of thing, although it appears in a 
Frefher drefs. Bat then, faith T. G.. the 
Gates of Hell would’ prevail againft the 
Church. Againft ‘what .charch*?” The 


whole chriftian Chirch ? , whoever Laid 
they could, or how doth thatfollowe The 
Church of Conftantinople, or the Church of ~"*” t 


Fernfalem ? Have ‘not the Gates of the 
Turk been tog, ftrong for them ¢ The 
Church a Rome ? The ‘Gates of Hell do 
Certainly prevail againft that, ific doch 
Unchurch all other Chriftians that are not 
of its communion ? And why: may not 
Idolatry prevail, where Laciferian Pride, 
and’ Hellifb Cruelty and defperate wicked- 
wef have long fince prevailed ¢ Hath 
Chrift made promifes to fecure that Charch 
rom errour,which hath been over-run with 


, we find the Wotld =" ++ 


all forts of wickednefs by the confeffion of - 


her 


ow’ (842) , 
iends 7 Thefe 
ae Feds Tela 


levers. 
4 \4 . a 


trated in Chrifl, and gave properly Ds- 
vine i Hae | te Shi meee A eat 


tee a Agen a lug nh tte Mowers 


lare that ria w 
phy fet of “ee Crile, | there 
tie aca 


setae, a 


rae ee 


mf fallacies sper rhe and 4 Sie oA! se isk] 
| pte ines oc mae 
ip ia b - i e 

WER, fi a 


—- rh flee which werg pad einion 
=| ce 5 ot id ase was, 
; ni er faying ft the r$ COn- 

| , rien. ia | e jultly 

) eS £0 t fe that rel Hp Images P 
ew upon. Engne Ld his own 
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prcitad they may, sf this whe wonfhig 


dneges give divive. Heyaer ta them ; bat 


— Mgquind wd bis Fohewers cogtend chat 


Diwine Honor & ta he given to them, ; 
and therefore they: fall vader the likecens 


fare. And by thee asgumens, all char 


woahhip Jorazes tonft cone under igs Fog 
either a wurfip dneages lor themfelves, 
aod then they fy oe 
datry 5 on for the fake of the exemplar: 
which if it he the xeafon and ebjez# of 
warfhip as reprefeated by the image, it 
muft have the fame morfoig which the 
thing confidered in its own being de- 
ferves 3 which being. died hemoupr, that 


mutt be given to the Image Bue 7. 
the force of all chis to depend ap- 


Seppotes 

on their being of this opinion, and becaufe 
the Nicene Fathers are mot meutiesed by 
me as agrecing with Aquinas, therefore 
he pe ies this arguing as ridiculous, 


Whereas my defign was to fhew (that | 


was confefled co make ‘the cafe al 


fince divine hoxour being given to “anes 
e y 
that is was confeffed by. che: mof preva- 


deat party ‘in the Charch of Roma, chat 
fagh “bomeux was to. be given to them, 
and thar others did jit, although they 
-would not own the doing it. And whe- 


ther men acknowdedge i2 or nds if shey 


Oge it 19 Adee 


give 


- ae laa att a has ~wet 


a tae C84 
‘give chat-whith: is velit Divine’ horpbip; 
they. become. puiley: of ¥dolatry as well-ds 
the: areas; andder-mencall it bywhac 
names they: will, of Re/artve or ‘abfolatd, 

| Soveraign-or inferioar, worfbip, if it- be 
that which...Géd:haekl:forbiddeft to: -be 
piver e any Creatiré;icbecomes Idolatry. 
- T.G.prg4. Be KG faith, ehkevehe: argument: doth 
ppb bald, that if the-union of the Divine 
asa bemane natare:ht she reafon of the 
wortbippiven to.the:Rerfan of Chrift, then 
there milf -be an equal: prefence. or usion 
between *Chrift- and: the Image ‘th make 
that san object of Worfbips; : for, faich..he, 

wot only tenkon, but reprefent ation may. o6- 

_ 6afiirs wir (hip. Who «doubts: of that ¢ 
bur ‘may ic not-as. well eccafex people to 

— commit: ddolatry. 2 Bat the queftion is 
not, whether veprefestation may otcafion 
‘the worfbip. of Ged or-no; for fo an Asst 
or a Fvy,:or any: Creature > may occafton 
it,:: Bat ‘this is:notorious: fhuffling to. ralk 
of Images being only an. Occafion of svor- 
jbip; whereas: I:haveat large thewed chat 
the. dpdtrine' and Prattice of their Church 

_ makes them. Objed#s: of worfbip.-- And 


: 


fince: the Chriftiad Church acknowledged 
the Aemanity: of ‘chrift to be capable of 
swor{bip Only. on the: account of an Hype- 
‘ftasical Uatow with the. Divine Nature s 
or . I de- 


: = (845) 
1 defired ‘to. kngw..how.a meer. - Image of 
thas Hemape Natyrg.can be an.iabiedt 0 
lam fu : wor/bip-: ? If, TG faith, ‘Foar. the 
Twsage, is 4 fit oped. of worfbip, and re- 
prajextgtion the realon of it 5 det Aim 
thew ,how Reprefentation comes roe ibe an 
eqns, reafon with per fonal, unite 5 _ and a at 
laft,. ghis Reprefentatjon.i is nothing b bur an, 
as Of. Lmaginating;,. which dothngimake 
_ the.oby¢ ct any mare - really prefeat, there 
chamapy. where, ele: againtt which: Jas 
ation we fet che py og Law of Goa 

fervicding any uch, ‘Hind of mali as I 
havealread y proved, ; - 
~ fet, He faith in defence af higapone Fa: 
thee, That. althoug af the Image of . chef T.6- p.1 36. 
6a nly repre the. humane: see 
pat A frqm, the Divine, . : tb e. 4 iia 
uf Ne floxiqnifin ih one ollow 3, becaufe . 
a Object. of their, ar [bip;.. is that. are 

is comeiued in: their minds ; 47g, borin 
De hagA Am act . of the will, ae is GALKE eA. 4a 
sta Br Hate vb areca in, then: 


PAS IL-5; t their us mes 
ae L free Ae Neberantion 5 Ae hie 
46 ff 00,2, ich is all elcan 


maka pb. 7. Gs: se Medion 
feria all to cant ah here.ar ireothines | 
ame by. the:¢ ch 7 in: Ne ax tan |e 


Xu EK e shee peepee, mrt is he. ile, 
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aetice confeqvent upon chie 
On, 0 rom pg OL ate arate 
in Chri. ‘Now theargumtncof the- Chn- 
fastinpdlicen Paibers proce B shinee in Nbt upen 
their opinion, as though thcy really be- 
lieved the principles of Noflrianifin. who 
worlhipped Drayes s butthey were gailty 
Of the ine Hind df torfbip , for fince ai 
Iirage cin only teptefent ‘the bawiahe aut 
gare of Chri , ¥€ ic werd lawfal to wer- 
7 fe that sage on che ‘account of Chri, 
chu pott the wefforiads rinciples ewoRld 
Beas inl to ght he Haman Wwarave 


| = Nee ri fa tat ie Barbe 
Gered ChréF as a: winene Horfon, yer char 
hamdne Perfors did ‘reprefent to chert ttre 
os Perfor ” iio WwastHe proper object 
aad ‘although they weve aot 


faba Bypariay Pe ‘yet Byres 


ia ‘dine “eae & she n boBE ied inge 
¢ a Yr 

y. “Poy if Pryor Ze 
ia the bubiee eae ‘bes Suiffichatc 

cit inch thidie ts che balerzive 
sabe ir fe fF and if’ on‘ thédecotine of fue 

vitltarive the inp BE CoRR tn 
be Thames his snaye, With mish pete 
‘Reefs Te adghe be be Yoware Cory, ‘as He. 


oo Ba 
wo Deiferite, ia tegatd of that buiecse 
| the Divine” Nature 


tne, alchot 
cath of hinges 


ais Sede ‘et ale elo! f. : ee ‘Vi 
__ Asto the'laft Adtwer, ‘beidg only ade- 
fice shat [would bear in mind 


Image ‘of Chrift, “I thall do’ what ‘he de- 

aad ore in ft 06 thew the 

Nhene ‘Lathers Ignor ince tnd Confidenie, 

Grin they id itary eH 

Benipiures and Pathers'te tall she as 
73 


N 
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“rift am Image of Chrift. All the othe? 
arguments “of the ‘Coalaatinipsliran F4- 
thers. , 8 ‘the ‘nunibér of mt, » Te G. 
pals over; Sand i fomuftl. = 


* From. age: t ptaceed to. the next 
Charge, which 1 is, Ti hak F* mix ‘School di- 


fpates with matters 0} ‘Paith's- For I defired- 


ferioufly - to know, . whether’ any worfhip 
doth belong to Imagesor no? ‘if there be 
any due,’ whethér is it the fame that is 
given to ‘the Prototype, or difting from 
ir’ if ic ‘be the fame, then proper’ Divine | 

orfhip is given tothe Image; if difting, 
“then the Thhage is ‘worfhipped with Divine 
worfbip For, ic felf,’ and not relatively and 
fubordinatély’ ‘as hie fpeaks : and which 
fide foeyér js taken,” Corie or other of their 
Divines charge the worfhip with Idolatry s 


- £ thar it is in mens cHoicé which fort of 


dolatry they will commit whien they wor- 
fhip Images, buc in neither way they can 
avoid if, To this 7. G.anlwers feveral 


Fe yr63, Wales. ne = hat this’ ig 4 ‘ “péint beloaging 


to the “scbools.,. and not at all to Faith: 


| which, 1 Taid;. was. Here common Anfwer 


when. 2 any, ‘thing pincheth ‘them; but to 
‘Thew the inreafonablenéls ‘of ‘that way of 
Galwerih §.. T added that both fides charge 
thé oie, with Tdolatry 5: ‘and thae’ i a 

| aC= 


“a ~~ — -—— oe 


a 


| | (849) | 
Matter of Confcience, and not a Schola: 
flick Nicety, For if che worfbip of Images 
be fo afferted in the Church of Rome, chat 
in what way foever itis practifed, there 
is by their own confeffion fuch danger of 
Idolatry ; the General Terms of Councils 
ferve only to draw men into the fnare, 
and not to help chem out of it. 2..He 
anfwers this, by a drolling comparifon, 
about the worfbip due tothe Chair of State, 7.6.5.196 
whether it be the [ame which ss due to . 
the King or no; if the fame, then proper 

Regal worlbip would be given to fome- 

thing befides the King; which were Trea- 


| fon: if diftint, then the Chair would be 
| sworfoipped with Regal Honour for it felf, 


and not relatively, which were for s 
man to fulgmit himfelf to a ag of 1vo0d, 
This he reprefents pleafantly, and with 
advantage enough: and fuppofing the 
Yeomen of the Guard to have done laughs. 
ing, Idefireto have a difference put be- 


- tweenthe cuffomes of Princes Courts, and 


the worfbip of God: and itis ftrangeto 
me T. G. fhould not fee the difference. 


- Bue whatever T.G. thinks; we fay, thac 


. know 


God by His Law having made fome ‘Ads of 

sor(bip peculiar co himfelf by way of ac- 
fedement of His Soveraignty and . 
Thi Bee 


(850) | 

Dominion over us, wemuft notte thofe 
Acts to any Creature ; and therefore here 
the mcft material Queffion canbe asked, | 
is, whether the .4é#s of worfbip be the 
fame which we are to ufe to God or no, 
i.e. whether they are acts forbidden or 
lawful ? for if they are the fame, they 
are forbidden; if not, they may be law- 
fal. Bucina Princes Court, where all ex- 
preffions of Refpect depend oncuftom, and - 
the Princes Pleafure , or Rules of the 
Court, the only Queftion a man is to ask, 
is, whether ic be the. cu/fom of the Court, 
or the Will of the Prince to have men un- 
- covered in fome Rooms and not in others ; 
no man in his wits would ask, whether. 
that be the fame Honour that is due to the 
King himlelf ¢ or who but T.G’s Clown. 
could fulpect ic to be Treafon to put off 
hes Hat in the Prefence Chamber , or to 
the Chair of State, \et it be done with 
what intention he pleafes? If che Yeomen 
of the Guard fhould fee an old Courtier 
approach with many dowéngs tothe Chair 
of State, and there fall down upon his 
Knees, and kifs thé rms of the Chair, 
and deliver his Petition to it for a good 
Office at Conrt, and obferve that he doth 
this frequently, and with great gravity, 
; - > atit 


/ 
\ 
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a . 


I am afraid they would hardly holdtheic 


Countenances long to fee fach. a folemn 
Fop, and yecthis pleafant .Courtier might 
pretend, chat he did all chisas. imagining 


' the King tobe there prefent by reprefentas 


tion, and that he didnot give this Hozour 
to the Chair of State abfolutely ,- conti- 
dered as 4 piece of wood; but only Rele- 
tively; and’ for the fake of his Azaffer : 
that he knew better whac belonged to the 
Honour due to Soversizn worfbip than {ach 


rude fellows as they; that. his intention — 


_ was to fhew what efteem he had for his 
_ Prince by allthis and though as to.the 
fubflance of the aé this. was the fame that, 
_ was done to the Perfon of the King,', yet 
at fell upon the Chair of State after an 
inferiour Manner, as 4 thing relating te 
the King, and purely for his fate. A 
leave the fubflantial Yeomen of the.Gaard 
CT. G's Fudges inthis Controverfie ) to 


Getermine. MH'2 Gexeral.Conncil among — 


them, whether 7. G’s Quaker ; . or this 
old Courtier were the more’ ridiculous, 
By which, inftance we fee.thac even. in, 
Princes Courts men may over-aé their. 
Reverence, and: make themfelves laughed 
at for their. foolith and extravagant Rela- 
ite worfbip; for in. all. fuch cafes che 
a Tii2 Kules 
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Roles of the Court ate to be obferved 
where chere is no intrenchment upon Dé 
vine Laws ‘and every man that comes to 
Court enquires after the Orders of the 
Court, and he that keeps within them 
doth his dary, and never fears the Yeomen 
of the Guard, If the Orders of the Court | 
were for men to, pafs through the Prefence, — 
or other Chambers without any Cerem- 
ny, would not the Yeomen of the Guard be 
as ready to obferve thofe who ufed it? 
Their bufinefs is to obferve Orders them- 
felves, andtofee that others do it. And 
this is the only way how this paraMe/ can 
reach to our Cafe; all that we plead for, 
is, that the Rules and Orders be obferved 
which God hath given as for His worfbip s 
fince He hath given Laws we ought to 
obey them; and fince He hath appointed 
what He will have done, and what He 
will not, we muft follow His Rae, and 
not our own extravagant Banctes, pre- 
tending that wefiave pretty devices to ho- 
nour Him with, which He hath exprefly 
forbidden. ' Im fuch a cafe; wehave Rea- 
fontoenquire, whetherthe 4s of wor- 
foip be the Jame that He hath forbidden 
or no: buc nor where the whole matter 
depends on cwjffom, and- general Rules , 
G* ° ers which 
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_ which every man may eafily know; and 
no one hath any reafon to be {crupulous as 
long. as he keeps within the meafures’-of 

' Decency. — oe 

~ But withal, the force of my Queftion. 
Jay in the confeffion of our Adverfaries , 
whp. acknowledge on one fide, That if 
the Ait of worfbip be the. [ame that is. 
givers to the Prototype, it is Idolatry. 
on the other ‘fide, zf tt be diflin® it is. 
Idolatry 3 and then I had allthe reafon in. 
the world to put this Queftion, becaufe 
either way they are entangled by the con- 
feffion of their own party. Butas if Yeo-.- 
wen of the Gaara fhould. be fo fenfelefs, .. 
as fome of themtotell.a poor, Countryman, — 
when he is going through the Prefence 
Chamber, that if be gives the Chair of State, 
the {ame Honour he gives the King, he 
commits Treafon ; and others fay, if he 
does not, be worfbips the Chair for it 
felf, and fo commits Treafon; wouldnot | 
any man fay, the Countrymian had reafon 
to ftand, and f{cratch his head, and confi- 
der what hedoes, for he doth notcareto . 
commit Treafon, and if he muft doitone | 
way or other, for his pare he would go 
fome other way, or be better refolved - 
what he is todo, Thus inour cafe Bel- — 
| oo RG har min - 
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Jarmin faith, Jt & Idolatry to give the — 
[ame “worfbip to an Image which is due 
to God’: Vafquex faith, It i Idolatry to 
give diftinct worfbip ; thereforeif'a man 
would avoid Zdolstry, he muft give none 
at all: efpecially when there is no neceffi- 
ty ac all of doing it ; and therefore it is 
T.G.p.1883 in no cafe parallel with the difficulties 
189+ ghout fight and motion, which T. G. makes 
ule of ; #0 fhbew that fuch fubtilties ought 
wot to hinder men from doing things. 
Not when they are in themfelves necef- 
fary to be done, but when itis a doubrful 
cafe, and fo, doubrful that ‘their moft 
learned men fay there is danger of Idolatry’ 
eichet way, Tdoaotknow a more prudent 
. tonfideration to’keep a man from the Pra- 
ice OF ite 


es 


.13. Therefore 7, G. after all hiscomplaine’ 
"OF mixing thefe School. difputes, and let-. 
ting meknow ‘what edge-tools thefe School 
diftinitions are ( as any one might gues by 
his manner of haridling them ) yet at laft 

he refolves to venture'upon clearing the 

7G.p.176,point. ' 1, Hefaith, The Councils declare 
188. ty this matter that we are not to give 
_ Latria to Images, or the worfbip due only 
fo God; and this without any cgecnees vr 

hv wey -¢oAd ett eS wv bee oa saa’ 
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‘of abfolate or relative Latyia. 2. He 


confefles, That S. Thomas, and thofe of p, y29. 


his way, do hold that the fame worlbip wu 
to be given to Chrift, and to His Image, 
Can any two things appear with a face of 
greater oppofition than thefe two ? Bat, 


faith T. G. Latria ts twofold, one abjolute, ph 1906 


and that ts due to God himfelf ; and the 
_ other relative, that may be given to the. 
Image: or rather, in the fame at of 


worfbip ts a double Notion, the one as it 


tends to God himfelf, which is abfolute 


Latria, the other as. it reflects om the - 


Image for His fake, which w relative 
Latria, Which diftinétion] have alrea- 
dy examined, and fhewed the vanity of in 
feveral places ; and that there are many 


inthe Church of Rome who hold 2bfolute - 


Latriato be givento Jmages, and that up- 
on the grounds of a Relative Latria.any 


Creature may be worfbipped 5 therefore F 


fhall keep to what is proper tothis place. 


r. “I faid this diftinction is jaftas if an - 
~“unchafte Wife fhould plead to her Huf- 
* band, thac the Perfon fhe was fo kind - 


“with, was extremely like him, and a 
“near Friend of his, that it was ouc of 
“¢ refpect to him, that the gave him the ho- 
“nour of hisbed; can any one think that 

Tig fuck 
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‘¢ fuch an excufe as this would be taken by 
Ca jealous Husband ¢ How much. lefs 
€° will fuch pretences avail wich that God 
‘¢who hath declared him(elf particularly 
“jealous Of His homour in this Command 


above others, andshat he will not give 
_ “ His glory to another, but hath referved 


€ all Divine wor{bip as peculiar to himfelf, 
<€and no fach fond excufes of Relative, 
“inferionr, and improper worfbip will 
“ ferve, when they encroach upon His 
“ prerogative. To this T. G. anfwers, 


TG. p.180, That the object of Fealoufte ts a Rival, or 


what hath relation toor Union with Him, - 
not what may ferve to expref affection and 
vefpect to the Perfon who ought to be loved. 
But I have already fhewed, from the con-. 
feffion of their own writers, andthe fenfe 
of the Chriftien Charch, that -eyen an 
Jinage of Chrift becomes a. Reval when ig 


hath Divae Honour givento it: and T. G. 
himfel€ will not allow Sacriftce to be of- 
T.G.p.i82,fered to an Image; and he: dentes from 
183. “the Catholick Catechi{m ( although con- 


trary tothe Catholick Practice) that they 


do pray to Images: \et us then fuppofe. 


thac men do pray and Sacrifice to the 


. Image of Chriff. Is all this only /éke 


the wifes kiffing the Pitture for the. 
ee Husbands 


a“ 


(857) a 
Husbands fake ? Vf it be no more,. ic is 
lawful and commendable to do them ac- 


cording to T. G’s principles; if itbemore, 


then an Jmage of Chriff may have fuch 
honour done to it asmakesic an Jdo/, and 
confequently a Rival with God for His Ho- 
nour. And fo the'difpute comes tothis, 
whether the practices of the Romaz Church 


in the wor/bip of Images do ‘not: imply 


giving Divize Honourstothem: of which 
Ihave treated‘at large already. 2. “B 


< this diftinGtion men might fay the Lords 


“¢Prayer to Saints, or offer up the Hoft 


“Cto an Image, fo they were done abfo- 


“lutely to God, and only Relatively 


$ to the Saints or. Images. T.G. being 


nettled with this, tells me in {ome paffion ; 


That I can no where contain my [elf with. TGp-182. 


én bounds of Mediocrity ; he hall fee I 
can by not following his, Extravagancy : 


but he lets me know that the Church of 
God hath -90 fach cuftoms I do: noc. ask 5° 


whether the Church of Rome have any fuch 


Cuftom (the Church of God I know 


hathnot ) but whether it may. not have 


that as well asfome others, and tipon the _ 


fame grounds of Relative worfbip ? But 
af Y muft not anderftand this till 1 become 


| @ Profelyte, \ hope I fhall be alwaies con. - 
ae | - fenced 
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conténted with my Jgnorance ; if I can be 
no otherwile informed, I am not forry to 


fee fuch evidence of their inability to an- 


fower who make fuch pat-ofs. 


Having thus pafied through the feve-’ 
ral Charges drawn up agiinft me, I come 
in the laft Plase to confider his parallel. 


Inftances, by which he hopes to clear 
and vindicate their worfbip of Images. 


To hisfirft about the Chair of State, and, 
the third about the Fews wor/bipping to- - 


wards the Ark and Cherubims, { have an- 
{wered already, (the fifth belongs to the 


_ Adoration of che Hoff.) There remain only 


three tobe examined, 4. The Reverence 
fhewed to the Ground by Moles and Fofbua, 
2. The bowing at the name of Fefus. 3. The 


thefe from being of the fame Watwre with 
the wor/hip of Images as allowed and pra- 
cfifed in the Roman Church, 1 know no 
fhadow of difficulty which remains 
throughout his Book. | a th 
1, To the Reverence foewed-to the Holy 
Ground where God himfelf appeared by 
Moles and Jofhua, being commanded to 


pall off their Shoos. Yanfwered, “That, 


‘(whatever T,G. thinks of it) there is 
—— 3 . fome 


q 


tot towards the Altar ; If Ican clear 
f 
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“fome difference to be made be-— 
‘¢cween what God hath commanded, - 
“Cand what hehath forbidden; for in the 
“cafe of Afofes and Fofbaa, there was an 
<exprefs Command, but in the cafe of 
*‘Image-worfhip there is as plain a pro- 
“hibition : The former part he calls « 
~ fbort Defcant on the former erroneous 1.6.p.198: 
Ground, and the Jatter,a note above Ela, =~ 
Tam glad to fee the fecond Command- 
ment fet to Afufical Notes among them, 
for I was afraid ic had been quite-caft our 
of their Churches, 2. Tha che fpecial 
‘“prefence and appearance of God doth. 
<‘fandifie a place to fo high a degree, 
“¢ chac we may lawfully teftifie our Reve- 
<¢ rence towards it, but this will noc hold 
‘for Images, unlefs God be proved pre- 
¢* fentin them,in the fame manner as he 
<appeared to Afofes and Fofbua, and yet 
‘Seven then, the Reverence he required 
—& owas not kiffing it, or bowing to it, much 
“lefs praying to it, but only patting off 
< their {booes. Upon this T..G. beingin 
a Mufical vein, fings his Jo Peaw ; and 7G. ib. 
_Cryes out of the wonderful force of Truth, 
. Bhat after lony ftanding omt makes all 
her Adverfaries fubmit to her. Power, 
¥ with we could fee fuch effects of the 
i: Se je RE Eg SS REE So Power, 
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Power of Truth , for it would foon rid 
us of many Fears and Fealoafies. Bue 
what is it I have faid fo much amifs, to 
gain T.G's good word? Enough as he 
thinks to ruin our own Caufe and eftablifh 
theirs. That were indeed confuting him 
with a Vengeance. But what’s the mat- 
ter? wherein have I given up the Caufe? 
Tyield, that the fpecial Prefence and ap- 
pearance of God doth fanttifie a place to 
fo high a degree, that we may lawfully 
teftifie our Reverence towards it. And 
what then ¢ Why then faith T. G. all my 
darts which I have fo fpitefully thrown in 
the face of the Images of Chrift ( or the 
Holy Trinity andthe Saints) recoil with 
double force on. my own Head. How 
with double force ? nay how doth it ap- 
pear that they-recoi/ atall ¢ for tothe beft 
of my fight. they ftick faft where they 
did, and I donot by my feeling perceive 
they recoil spon my Head. well; but a 
fabtle Logician would ask me, whether this 


— Reverence be abfolute or ‘Relative: and 
_ he doth not queftion my anfwer would 


be, that it was not to the Ground for it 
felf, but meerly out of a Refpect to God, 
Is this indeed the fatal blow I have given 


mention 


the Caufe of our Church, when I exprefly 


/ 
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mention a Command of God going before: 


_ it¢ and who doubts but we may give a 
Reuerence to places, with re{pect to God, 
efpecially when God requires it, as he did 


in this cafez Andwhen 7.G. hath made 
the moft of this Ceremony of pulling off 
the Shooes, he will find, that it was of no: 


- other fignification in the Eaffern parts, 


than having our heads uncovered is with 


us; whichis the loweft teftimony of Re- 
fpect that may be. Yet this wasall which 
God himfelf required when he was prefenc 
_ after a fignal and extraordinary man- 
ner : and what is all this, to the con- 
_fecrating, bowing, kneeling,. praying to 
Images, as they do in the' Roman 
Church ? and this I fay and have proved, 
againft anexprefs Command of Gods and 
that not upon any real, but Imaginary 
prefence’ of the trae obje& of worfbip. 


He that cannot fee the difference of thefe . 


things, ‘hath fome Cataraéts before his 
Eyes, which need cowching. Buc ftill 
T.G. demands, w this the fame Reve- 
vence that is due to God, or diftin& from 
at? I fay, ic is diftinc? from it 3 thex, 


faith he, Vafquex comes upon you with hu r.G.p.2ct. 


artillery; for then you exprefs your {wb- 
milfion to an inanimate thing, that hath 
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no kind of excellency to deferve it from 
gos. Alas poor 7.G! how doth he 
argue like a man {pent and quite gone! 
That which Vefquez faith is, that for « 
man to w[e all the acts of adoration to 
Images which are performed in the Ro- 
man Church without refpect to the exem- 
plar, were to expre[s our fubmiffion to an 
inanimate thing, which uw Idolatry. Where 
it is to be obferved, that he {peaks of all 
the és of worfbip which in the Charch 
Of Rome they give to Jmages, and which 
being givento an mage makes it Idolatry, 
becaule thofe és are fach which do im- 
ply 4 fubmiffion to the thing, i.e. they 
are the highelt expreffions of adoration + 
and thofe who affert that é#feriour wor- 
fhip, do hold it to be éxternal as well ag 
external, and tO be terminated on the 
Images themfelves ; which is the Reafon 
why Vafquez faith it were Jdolatry, Bue 
Vafquez was nota man of fo fhallow an un- 
derftanding to charge this upon thofé who 
declare chey put off their fboves or hats, 
out of no sstemtion or defign to worlbip 
the Ground ox Places but meerly to ex- 
prefs fome outward Reverence to a Place 
on the account of its being Sacred to 
Ged. Thofe who contended for that war- 
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hip which Vafquex charges with Idolatry; 
did agree with him in all external aéts 
of adoration to Images + and went farther 
than Yafquez thought fit as to the éxter- 
nal; for they faid, both ought to coturr 
in the worfbip of Images, and that this 
infertour wor(bip was terminated on the 
images themfelves (as Ihave fhewed at 
large in the ftate of the Controverfie.) . 
Now faith ¥2/quez, to affert and practife 
syor[bip of Images after this manner is Jdo- 
larry, for it is expreffing onr [ubmiffion to. 
a meer inanimate thing, But do wefay, 
that all ac#s of worfbip are to be perform- 
ed to the Ground that is holy; or that | 
any one ad? of worfbip is to be termina- 
ted uponit; orthat any fwbmiffion of our. 
minds isto be wfed towards it¢ All thefe 
we utterly difavow. as to che Reverence 


of Sacred Places, and thefe things being ° 


declared, we yee fay there is a Reverence 
left to be fhewed them on the account of 
their difcrimination fromother places and 
feparation for facred ufes ; which Reve- 
rence is beft exprefled in the way moft 
common for men to fhew Refpec? by, 
which was putting t Shooes in the Eaftern 
parts, and of Hats heres (of the diffe- 
rence of Reverence and worfbip, I have 
| | {poker 
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fpoken before.) I hope. by this time; 
T.G. fees alittle better the force of the 


argument of Vafqwez, and how very far 


itis from recoiling on my head, becaufe F 


TG..202, 
- 203. 
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affert a Reverence to factred places to 
have been fhewed by Aéofes and Fofbua 
on the account of Gods [pectal of ew : 
and fo all thatinfipid Défcourfe of Sdola- 
try which follows, {neaks away as being 
afhamed to be brought in to fo little pur- 
pofe here, but hath been fully handled in 


the Firft part, 


2. To his. Inftance of Bowing at the 


name of Fefus, 1 anfwered, “that he 


“might as well have inftanced in our going 


“to Church at the tolling of a Bed, for 


“as the one only tells us the-time when 
we ought to go to worfbip God, fo the 
“mentioning the name of Fe/ws doth only 
““ pucus in mind of him to whom we owe 


“all manner of Reverence, without dif 


“honouring him as the Odjed# of our 
“* sporfbip by any Jmage of him, which can 
“only reprefent that which is neithet 


“the objec? nor reafon of our worfbip, 


At this Anfwer 7. G. is inflamed, and 
when he hath nothing elfe to fay, he en- . 
deavours to {ec me at variance with the 

ee | Church 
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‘Charch of England. ‘This runs quite — 
‘through his Book, apd he takes all occaf- 
ons to fet me forth as a clofe and {ecret 
enemy to it, although I appear: never fo 
much in its Vindication. It my Adverfarics 
were to:be believed (.as I fee no great 
reafon they fhould be ). I muft be a very 
prodigious Author in. one relped s for 
they reprefent me. as a Friend to.that 
‘which I write agaimt,.:viz..:Socinianifns s 
-and an ewemy to that which .I have de- . 
fended, viz. the Church of England. But 
wherein is it, chat 7.:G.:thinks, me.fuch’ = 
a back-friend to our Church 2, i2.difavoni- Tp. 408; 
‘jag all Reverence to the Sacred Name of 
Fefus, which he faith, our Church bath ev: 
 joyned,- and bath been defended by Fulk, 
Whitgift, ead 8. Andrews,, .T amglad: I 
_ know - my charge, and E do not doybt to. . 
.Clear my felf to hold nothing: in this or 
any other matter, but. what the Charch- 

_ Of England bath declared to be her fenfe, 
-Witaels, as to.this point, the Declaration 

Of the Archbifbops and Bifbops in Convoca- Book of 
tion: “When intime of. Divine Service, reoae9; 
‘che Lord Jefus fhall be mentioned, due ~~ 
‘“and lowly. Reverence fhall be done by — 
Salil — srefent as hath been accu- 

_ ftomed ; ceftifying by thefe outward 
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soc, the name, but ‘Yd rhe fenfe \g-which an- 
G clare. eer? Wigik “all th an Pc Wenae 
Speech -fwers and‘ clearS ‘all the “lone ‘allegation 


a) 
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Figoe 1RO Honour dae'ts the Son of Gea at the 
gee -& | Bid a deal mc n- 
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inentioning of his Name, which aréalmolt - 
the very words I ufed. And whittizg- 
ton and Adég of weflminfter will altoge- 
ther ferve-as well for. his expreflion as cha¢ 
—ufed by mes But T.G. need nor be fo 
angry ac my mentioning she tolling of 4 
be#, wheiy he remembers the Chritening 
of bells among them, and what mighty - 
Power they ‘have after that, and whac. - 
Reterend God-fathers they have, and what 
Saints names are givento thems fothaclk 
fhould rather have thought he would have 
drawn dn argument from the BeZi, thari. 
have been fo difturbéd ae the namiag of 
them. FEcrallchisT. 6, fancies 4ffresge | 
Analogy between words and Piflures; 4 
pitture being a word to the Eye, and 4 
tword being « Pitture to the Ear : which 
founds juft like whittington to my éarsf 
and I defire him to confider, that Suarez suaveeié , 
tells us, that forme of their own Divines arth qe, 
fay, 26 soorfbip % dae to any Name, be- er. ; 
canfe they fenife only by impofition, and fii 6. 
do not. fupply the place of the thing repre- 
feated a. Images do: of which opinion, 
he faith, sotoand Cordubs are : and. Sus- 
vez himfelf grants, that 4 name being 
a. tranfient fownd cam hardly bé dppre- 
hénded as conjoyned with the Perfor; or 
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the Perfon im st, fo as to be worfbipped 
Paul. Ma together with it; And one of cheir laceft 
ria Quarté Ritualifts faith, thet when the name of 
in Ruby. ; eae ae 
Mifep. Fefus %# mentioned they bow to .the Cru- 
264,266. effix ; which fhews that even among 
them, rthey do not think the Name of | 
Fefus equaltoan Image of Chrif, 


@. 16, Iam now come to his laft Iaftance, 
viz, bowing towards the Altar 3 he 
would infinuate, as though the Church of 

7.G.p.a18.England were for giving fome kind of 
sworfbip to the Altar, although under the 
degree of Divine worfbip due to Godalone s 
and faith, that as the allowing this 
would render me a true Son of the 
Church of England, fo the allowing the 
like to the facred Insages of Chrift would 
make me in this point, a perfeét Profe- 
lyte of the Charch of Rome. Which is 

| in effect to fay, that the chwrch of 

_ England, in allowing bowing to the Al- 
tar, doth givethe very fame worfbip to it, 
which their Cherch requires to be given 
to Images s and that they who do one 
and not the other, do net attend to the 
Confequence of. their own Aftions. T: 
fhaill therefore fhew, 1. That che Charch: 
of England doth not allow amy werfbip 
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tobe given fo the Altar. 2. That the 
_ adoration allowed and practifed in the | 
.Charch of England is of a very diffe-— 
| rent Nature from the worfbip of | 
| Images. oe HS 
"a, That the Cherch of England doth 
nor allow any wor/bép to be given to the 
Altar, For this I appeal to that Canon 
wherein: is contained the. Explication of 
the fexfe of our Charch in chis particular. 
©’ Whereas the Church is the Houfe of Canons 
“ Ged, dedicated to his holy Worthip; fi. co 
“Cand therefore ought to inind us, both 1640. 
» “of che Greatnefs and Goodnefs of his - 
“ Divine Majefty, certain ic is that che - 
** acknowledgement thereof, not only in- 
‘f wardly ini our hearts, but alfo out- 
“ wardly wath our bodies, muft needs be 
“pious in ic felf, profitable unto us, and 
“edifying uato others... We therefore - 
rhink it very meet and behooveful, 
“and heartily commend it to all good 
“Cand well affected People, members of 
*‘chis Church, that they be ready to ten- 
“der unto the Lord the faid acknow- 
« ledgement, by doing Reverence and 
~“obeyfance both at their coming in and) 
“going out of the faid Churches,Chan- 
.€cels, or Chappels, according to the © 
"KKK 3 Smoft 
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f mo ancient Cuftome of the Primitive 
‘Church in the pureft times, and of chis 
*<Ghurch alfo for many years of .the 
‘Reign of Q Elizabeth, The reviving 
“therefore of this ancient and laudable 
‘Scuftome, we heartily commend to the 
““feriqus confideration of all good Peo- 
ole, NOT WITH ANY IN- 
“TENTION TO EXHIBITE 
ANY RELIGIOUS WOR. | 
“SHIP TO THE COMMU- 
“NJQN TABLE, THE EAST 
“OR THE CHURCH, or any 
thing therein contained in fo. doing, or ta 
perform the faid gefture in the Celebra- 
tion of the Holy Eucharift, upog any 
Opinion of the CORPORAL 
PRESENCE OF THE BO- 
DY OF JESUS CHRIST ON 
THE HOLY TABLE OR IN 
THE MYSTICAL ELE- 
MENTS, bue ONLY for the ad- 
_yancement of Gods Majefty, aad:to give 
. bin. A LONE that henour’ and glory | 

that is dye unto him and NO OTHER- |. 

WISE. And in the practice or omiMi- 
onof.this Rice, we defire thar the Rule 


of charity prefcribed by the Apoftle may 


be obferved, which is, That they which _ 
@ eter lad eh d- Bear 6 8 r Ue Ay ah Ty ae af 
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ue .chis Rise. defpife not them-who ufe ic.. 
nor, and they who ule -ic aor, condema- 

not thofe dhatufe it. This‘is:the full — 
decluration. of. the “fen/e. of: ouc~Charch: 
about it, made: by chole who-met in Com: . 
vocation, atid were molt zea‘ous for the, 
practice of: ic, -Agreeably to chis rch: Speech 
bifbop Laud peaks, when chis'was charged | ae 

as.an ianowatsen, To this:tanfwer, {arth », ee - 
he,’ Fish, That God:forbid that we foowld — 
worlbip any thing but God binnfelf.2.That.. 

if to worfbip God when we-enter. into’ his ~ 
Hue, ar approach his Altar bean Innova-. 

tion, it was avery old one, being pradi- . 

Seddy. JacobsMofes, Hezckiah; cc. And p-4he 
metre this Kingdom fuch,. ae would allow 

| noholy Table fanding in its proper place, 

yet 1 would: worfbip God when: Leame into 

his. Houfe, .And afterwards - he calls ir, . 

dving Reveregce to Almighty God, but to- 4% 
wards.his Altar: and Idolatry it is not. | 
to worlbip. Gid towards his holy. Table. 

Now: with us the People did ever ander». 48. 

fiand them fully and apply-them ta God, 5% — 

and to none but-God. From whence it 

appeas that God is looked on as the fole 

Obje& of this Ac-of Worship, and that our 

Church declares, that it allows no, intenti- 

0” Of exhibiting .any Religious worfbip to 
vat Kkkq  -. the 
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the Communion Table, or Eaft or Charch, : 
or any Corporal Prefence of Corift. 
2. That the adoration allowed and pra- 
&ifed in the Church of England, is of a: . 
very different wsture from: the worfbip of 
mages, . For, (as I have fally made ‘it: 


; . appear in ‘the State of the Controver fie )' 
-+ + the church. of -Rome doth. by the Decrees: 
«of Councils, require Religions worfbip to. 


be given to Images; and that thofe who. 
aflert this. tnfersour worfbip do yet declare: 
icto be truly Religious worfbip, and that: 
the Images them/elves are the Objed# of it: 
( whereas our Church declares poine-blank 
the contrary} nay, that thofe Perfons are. 
Jooked on. by the Generality of Divines ia: 
the Roman Church, as fafpeced at leatt,: 
if noc condemned: of .Herefie, who pra--. 
Gtiifeall the external a(ts-of adoration to 
| Jmages, ‘but yet-do not incheir minds look - 
on them as Objed#s, but otily:as Occafions 
of worfbip , which make the difference’ 
fo plain in thefe two cafes ,~that T. Gs 
himfelf could not but difcern it. » < 

But to remove all fcruple from mens* 
minds, that fulped this practice to Be too’ 
near the Jdolatvous worfbip,. which we res 
jectin the Reman Church, 1 fhall- confider- 
itnot only asto its Objec# (which is the 

: — a: main 
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main thing, and: which I have fhewed to 
himfelf, and‘naching elfe ) bur as roche 
natave of the aff, and the local circum- 


france of doing ittowards the Altar, 1. AS... 
tothe sature of the ad, {0 ic is declared: 
tobe sn ait of external adoration of Gods 
which I thall prove from. Scréptareto bea 
Lavoful and proper ac? of Divine worfbip. 

J aight prove it from the general confent: 

of Mankind, who have expreffed their | .. 
Reverence to the Deity by atts of external ..- 


adoration, frock whence I called ic a'vate- 


sat wit of Reverence, but I rather choofe- 
to-do it from Stripture ; andthat, both- -°- 
before the Law had determined’ fo pundtu-° 
ally the matters OF Divine worlbip, and 
under the Law by thote who had the grea-’ 
ceft regard to’ its Bnd wader the Copel, 


whenthe (piritwal viature of ‘its doctrine 
wotild feerh to have 'faperfedéd-fuch’ exter- 
nalaétsof worfhip. 1. Before the Law, 


Linftance in Abraham's fervent’, becaule - 


Abrabam is’ particularly commended for 
the way of the ‘Lord in oppofition to Hea- 
then Idolatry, and this was the Chief’ Ser- 


_his-care in inftruéting his Honfbold to keep Gen, 8: 
2 EQe 


vant of his Houle, of whom it is faid, 
threetimesin one Chapter, That he bowed 


his 


be rhe. eae! a ‘of worfbip, viz. God on 
) 
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Gon. 24. his head worfhipping the; Lord; the. He-. 
26, 48,52 brew words dignife, and heinclined dnd - 
bowed himfelf to the Lord 3. for the word | 
we tranflace wer{bip doth properly fignifie. 
to bow, and both the feay and others fay, 

ait i It relates, to fome extersql act of the po- 
yee. 4, whereby we exprefs-our-inward Re- - 
P-22$-  -verence. or. Subjechion: te apother, | $9.it 

is {aid of the People of J/rael, when’ they 
heard char.che Lord intended co. deliver « 
, them oucof Bzypt, They bowed their beads . 
Exod. 4 and. warfbipped , whem Mofes, declared , 
3 the Jaftitution of; the Paffaver toalhehe., 
Elders Of ufrarl,. it As daid, Again, The q 

12. 27: People bowed their heads and. worlbipped. , 

| 2. Under the Law; when shey were fo 
ftriét!y forbidden in thefame words + pow - 
dowen or veorfbip' any Image or, fimilitades 
yet the ougward. af pf adayation towards - 
God was ullowed.and. practifed. So Mofes 
com:nanded Aaron and the, feventy Elders - 

og. 1. Of Afrael to fea thei felugg afar off, the» 
very fame word whichis uied.in. the fecond : 
Commandment. And,.whea. God had. fo_ 
_ _. fevere)y pumithed the Urgelites for bowing 
ie ane ere : ore ; o ‘ 

32. 8.. Fo the, Golden:Calf siyet when He appointed 
the Pilar af Fire for the Symbol of His. 
own prefence,it is (aid, That when all the 

People fae the Cloudy. Pilar fland .at-the 
= . * | Ta- 
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‘Tabernacle door, they rofe up and bowed 35.16, 
themfelves every man in his Tent-dor, 
‘When God appeared to Mojes, itis faid, . 

That he made haft and bowed bis bead to- 34. &. 
ward the earth and worfhipped, And | 
when Afofes and Aaron cameto the door of a 
the Tabernacle of the Congregation, they 

are {aid to fall wpon their faces. In the Numb.20~ 
time of David, ‘upon his folemn thankf- 
giving to Geditis faid, AW the Congrega- 1 Chron. 
tion-blel[ed. the Lord God of their Fathers, 79 3° 
and bowed down their heads, and worfbip- 

pedthe Lord and the King. Andin the time 
of Hezekiah, when they bad made'an end2Chron. , - 
of offering, the ‘King and all tWaP were 79 2% 
prefent with him bowed their heads and: ’ 
worfbipped. 3. Under the Gofpel, weare 
to obferve the difference becweenthe fame 
external at of worfbip, when it.was ufed | 
cowards Chrift and toward’ His Apoffles. 

When the Syrophenician woman'catne to: 

our Saviour, inone place it isfaid, ‘She | 
— worfbipped Him sand in another, That Matth. 15. 
fhe fell at He feet’, burin no place is there yyary 4. 
. theleaft mention of any chéck'givintoher? “25. 
or any others ,- who after that ‘manner’ 
worfoippea Chrift? Bat when’ Coryelius' —- 
came co S, Peter, and fel down “at bis'A&s 10... 
fect and worfbipped him, be would by no 2524 
ae “8 ve a aS : . * ; means 


~ 
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| meamns permit it,. but. faid; Stamd up; 1 


Revel. 16. 
TO. 220 eo 


my felf al[o ama man: And when S, fobs 
fell down at the feet of the Angel, he 
wouldnot fufferit, bat bade him worfbip 
God, That which I obferve from henceis, 
that even-underthe Goel the external atts 
of Religions adoration are proper and pecs- 


Liar tq God, fothat men.are to blame when 
they give them to any Creatsre, butno 


_ Per fons are condemned for giving them to 


God; . And I defire thofe who {cruple the 
lavofulneff of giving: to. God [uch exter- 
nal adoration under the. Gofpet,. how they 


- cancaademn tholé for. sdofatry, whogive 


it to. ayy-Creature,.if.jt be nota thing 
which doth ftillbelongtoGed? 
But, if all che fcruple.be about the dire- 
ting this Adoration, one. way more than 
another, I fay itil é 2s done in conformi- 
ty mith the Primitive Church, as our. Ce- 
non declares, and which every. one knows, 
did.wor{bip towards the.Eaft ; and. this. at 


-the moftis but a ./oeal.cireumftance of an 
AG of worfbip, which. I have. already 


t . 
alin ea 


' fhewed co. be very-different from an Object 


of it,, when J difcourfed, of the Nature of 
the .J/raelites worflrpping toward the Ark 


and the Cherubims, 


- 
on: rn 
r 
. 


Thus, 
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Thus, through the Affiftance of God, 
I have gone through all the material points 
of T. G’s Book, which relate tothe Gene- 
yal Nature of Idolatry ; and have dili- 
gently weighed and confidered every thin 
that leckets like a difficult in this Pi 
troverfie about the Wor{bip m4 Images, and 
do here fincerely proteft, thac I have not 
given any Anfwer, or delivered any Op:- . 
zion which is not agreeable not only to 
theinward fénfe of my A¢ind, but tothe 
beft of my underftanding to the fexfe of 
Scripture, and the Primitive Church, and 
the Church of England. And if the fub- 
tilties of T. G. could have fatisfied me, 
or any other Argument I have met with, 
I would as freely have retracted this 
Charge of Idolatry, as ever madeit. For 
I do not love to reprefent others worfe than 
they are; but I daily pray to God tomake 
both my felf and others better : and there-' 
in I know I have the hearty concurrence of 
all who are truly Good. 
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